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PREFACE 


This  Social -Economic  Profile  is  a  reference  guide  and  data  source 
prepared  in  accordance  with  BLM  Manual  1606  for  the  following  BLM 
management  analysis  documents/processes  in  the  Battle  Mountain  District: 

1.  Planning  Area  Analysis  (1607) 

2.  Public  Participation  Plans  (1601  App.  2) 

3.  Management  Framework  Plans  (1608) 

4.  Activity  Plans 

5.  Multi-year  Programming  (1610) 

6.  Environmental  Analysis  (1790) 

The  objective  of  this  document  is  to  assure  that  BLM  has  available 
at  the  State  and  District  level  information  pertaining  to: 

1.  Social -Economic  factors  that  affect,  or  are  affected  by, 
management  of  national  resource  lands. 

2.  Infrastructures  relating  to  national  resource  lands. 

3   Bureau  relationships  and  coordination  with:   governmental 
entities  (Federal,  State,  and  local);  action,  study,  and  interest  groups; 
akd  key  institutions  and  individuals. 

4.   BLM  organizational  history  in  the  area. 
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I.   Introduction 

The  Social -Economic  Profile  is  intended  to  serve  as  a  method 
of  identifying  and  organizing  social  and  economic  data.  This  data 
will  be  further  analyzed  in  the  BLM's  Planning  Area  Analysis,  and 
used  in  the  preparation  of  a  Management  Framework  Plan  for  each 
resource  area  in  the  BLM  District.  It  is  also  designed  to  be 
utilized  in  preparation  of  public  participation  plans,  resource 
activity  plans  and  environmental  analyses  (BLM  1790) .  In  terms  of 
management  considerations,  the  Social-Economic  Profile  is  intended 
to  consider  the  human  element  of  the  planning  area,  where  and  how 
people  live,  how  they  make  a  living,  and  what  they  value. 

This  particular  Social-Economic  Profile  covers  the  Battle  Mountain 
BLM  District  statistical  region.  It  covers  Lander,  Eureka,  and  Nye 
Counties.   This  Profile  will  be  used  in  preparation  of  Management 
Framework  Plans  for  the  Tonopah  (roughly  northern  Nye  County),  Shoshone 
(roughly  Lander  County),  and  Eureka  Resource  Areas.  This  method 
of  organization  does  not  take  into  consideration  the  lines  of 
transportation,  communication,  or  trade  patterns  because  they  are 
mainly  east  -west  and  the  district  is  north-south  in  orientation. 
However,  this  method  of  data  organization  does  provide  a  method  of 
looking  at  the  whole  district.  Any  other  method  would  involve 
other  districts  because  the  trade  patterns  and  socio-economic  regions 
tend  to  be  inter-district,  rather  than  intra-district. 

The  geography  of  the  district  is  mainly  a  series  of  north-south 
running  mountain  ranges  with  broad,  flat  valleys  between  the  ranges. 
Patterns  of  settlement  coincide  with  easily  available  water.  The 
northern  part  of  the  district  is  oriented  towards  the  historic  line 
of  travel  along  the  Humboldt  River.   The  southern  portion  is  oriented 
towards  the  lines  of  communication  running  towards  Reno.  The  eastern 
area  (Eureka)  is  oriented  towards  Ely  to  the  east  and  Elko  to  the  north- 
east. 

The  population  is  extremely  sparse  in  the  rural  areas,  being  mainly 
concentrated  in  the  small  communities.  The  climate  is  arid  in  the  low- 
lands and  semi-arid  in  the  mountains.  Agriculture  is  mostly  ranching 
with  a  few  irrigated  farms  where  water  is  available.   Industry  is  largely 
in  the  form  of  mining  with  some  trade  and  government. 

In  the  terms  of  political  science,  this  area  is  a  hinterland. 
It  is  the  frontier  between  the  cultures  of  Utah  on  the  east  and  Reno- 
California  to  the  west. 

The  following  three  maps  illustrate,  first,  where  the  Battle 
Mountain  District  is  within  the  State  of  Nevada,  the  second  map 


illustrates  the  location  of  the  District  within  the  Counties  of  Lander, 
Eureka,  and  Nye.  The  third  map  shows  how  the  district  is  divided. 
For  a  further  analysis  of  district  division,  see  the  last  section 
in  this  document. 
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II.   Resource  Industries  Analysis 

A.   Agriculture  *-a) 

All  major  agricultural  firms  in  the  district  are  engaged  in 
the  production  of  livestock  for  a  national  market.   Very  little  is 
sold  locally  due  to  the  lack  of  a  processing  industry.   The  ownership- 
organization  is  mixed  with  some  large  ranches  being  operated  by  resident 
owners  and  other  ranches  being  owned  by  non-local  corporations,  and 
others  owned  by  out-of-state  owners.  The  growth  characteristics  for 
this  industry  are  limited  because  of  the  nature  of  the  land  on  which 
they  are  dependent .  Demand  for  livestock  production  has  been  increasing 
nationwide,  but  unless  land  improvement  projects  substantially  improve 
the  carrying  capacity  of  the  range,  local  industry  will  not  be  able  to 
keep  pace  with  increasing  national  demand. 

The  agricultural  sector  has  very  little  interdependence  with  the 
district  economy.  The  larger  farms  do  require  local  employment,  but 
all  other  inputs  other  than  fuel  and  land  come  from  outside  the  district. 
The  livestock  industry  is  heavily  dependent  upon  BLM  lands  to  provide 
feed  at  crucial  periods  in  yearly  production. 


B.  Mining 


(b) 


The  major  firms  engaged  in  mining  are  producing  for  a  national 
market.  The  ownership  of  the  larger  firms  is  totally  by  large  out-of- 
district  firms,  usually  subsidiaries  of  a  corporation.   Extraction  and 
milling  usually  occur  within  the  district  as  part  of  the  mine  operation. 
Going  by  employment,  production  is  expanding  within  the  minerals 
industry.  Value  of  production  has  also  increased  considerably.  Most 
of  the  increase  has  taken  place  in  Lander  County  with  Nye  and  Eureka 
remaining  roughly  stable. 

Turquoise  is  marketed  locally,  but  all  other  products  have  limited 
local  markets .  Some  of  the  larger  firms  (FMS  Corporation  and  IMCO) 
do  subcontract  locally  for  initial  excavation  and  for  hauling  of  ore. 
Other  firms  (Duval,  Cortez,  and  Basic)  own  their  trucks.   Other  inputs 
such  as  fuel  and  power  are  supplied  through  local  outlets.   The  largest 
employer  in  the  district  is  the  mining  industry.  There  is  a  large 
labor  pool  with  mining  skills  within  the  district. 

The  mining  industry  has  a  slight  interdependence  within  the  district 
in  that  it  requires  a  high  labor  input  which  generates  further  income. 
The  use  of  local  construction,  transportation,  and  electric  power  and 
fuel  also  generates  local  employment  and  income.  The  industry  is 
dependent  upon  BLM  lands  for  exploration  and  leasing  of  oil  fields  and 
mining  operations  which  have  not  been  patented.   (Some  of  the  mining 
operations  in  the  district  operate  on  non-patent  or  public  land.) 

(a)  Austin,  Nevada  Extension  Agent,  UNR,  Telephone  Conversation,  Aug.  27/75. 

(b)  Hendricks,  Jim,  Dept.  of  Mining  Engineering,  UNR,  Telephone  Conversation, 
Aug.  27/75,  Nevada  State  Dept.  of  Employment  Security,  Labor  Force  Data 
by  County  1970-74,  Nevada  Tax  Commission,  Net  Proceeds  of  Mines,  1975. 
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C.   Construction 


(c) 


The  products  of  construction  vary  from  housing  to  roads  to 
excavation.  The  largest  firms  in  the  district  are  engaged  in  excavation 
for  mining  companies  as  noted  above.  The  construction  firms  are  usually- 
subcontracted  to  remove  the  overlying  rock  so  the  mining  companies  can 
get  to  the  ore.  The  construction  market  is  local,  and  so  is  the  owner- 
ship. Growth  characteristics  are  good  due  to  mining  expansion  and  housing 
pressure  throughout  the  district.  The  construction  industry  is  highly 
dependent  on  local  manpower,  services,  fuel  and  raw  materials.  Employ- 
ment has  risen  in  Lander  and  Nye  Counties,  but  not  in  Eureka  County. 
Construction  is  dependent  upon  BLM  land  in  the  areas  of  road  construction, 
saleable  minerals  such  as  sand  and  gravel,  and  preliminary  mine  excavation 
on  non-patented  land. 


(c)   Nevada  State  Employment  Security  Dept.  County  Labor  Force  Summary 
1974  and  Labor  Force  Data  by  County  1970-74; 

Manager,  Rock  Haven  Construction  Firm,  Battle  Mountain,  Telephone 
Conversation,  Aug.  27/75. 


Table  1 


DISTRICT-WIDE  EXPORT  AND  IMPORT  RELATED 
PERSONAL  INCOME  BY  SOURCE 


Export 
$1,000 

Import 
$1,000 

Earnings 
$1,000 

Agriculture 

Livestock  (exc.  dairy-poultry) 

1,623 

2,075 

Other  agriculture 

231 

Mining 
Metal 

4,432 

4,974 

Fossil  fuels 

36 

88 

Quarrying 

72 

142 

Contract  Construction 

1,987 

4,135 

Manufacturing 

Food  and  kindred  products 

805 

136 

Lumber  and  wood  products 

174 

Other  manufacturing 

6,433 

501 

Transportation  §  Communication 

762 

1,006 

Public  Utilities 

273 

310 

Wholesale  and  Retail  Trade 

2,164 

2,244 

Finance,  Insurance  §  Real  Estate 

496 

Services 

3,824 

6,684 

Recreation 

- 

- 

- 

Government 
Federal 

3,536 

3,536 

State  and  Local 

3,314 

District  Summary 

15,512 

11,405 

30,476 

Data  Source:  USDI,  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Socio-Economic  Data  System, 
1973. 


Table  1  (cont.) 


DISTRICT  INDUSTRY  INCOME  MULTIPLIERS 


Agriculture 

Livestock  (exc.  dairy-poultry) 
Other  agriculture 


Mining 
Metal 


Fossil  fuels 
quarrying 


Contract  Construction 


Manufacturing 

Food  and  kindred  products 
Lumber  and  wood  products 


Other  manufacturing 


Transportation  §   Communication 
Public  Utilities      


Wholesale  and  Retail  Trade 


Finance,  Insurance  S  Real  Estate 

Services 

Recreation   


Government 
Federal 


State  and  Local 


District  Summary 


1.103 


1.028 


1.118 


1.054 


1.067 


1.063 


1.004 


1.000 


1.017 


1.034 


1.010 


1.010 


1.000 


1.076 


1.132 


1.000 


.132 


Data  Source:  USDI,  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Socio-Economic  Data  System, 
1973. 
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D.   Resource  Analysis  Summary 

Most  of  the  land  in  the  Battle  Mountain  District  is  in  public 
ownership  with  BLM  responsible  for  67  per  cent  and  other  federal 
agencies  controlling  another  26  per  cent  of  the  total.   Private  land 
comprises  7  per  cent  of  the  total  in  the  district. 

Present  extensive  uses  of  land  in  the  area  are  mainly  for  livestock. 
The  agriculturally  most  productive  land  is  in  private  hands  and  serves 
as  base  property  for  the  ranches.  Presently,  cattle  are  grazed  for 
most  of  the  year  on  BLM  and  Forest  Service  land.  The  minerals  industry 
presently  prospects  on  public  land.  However,  if  production  is  developed, 
the  mineral  claim  may  be  patented  and  thereby,  become  private  land. 

Urban  and  suburban  land  in  the  area  is  largely  in  private  hands. 
The  towns  of  lone  and  Manhattan,  Nye  County,  are  presently  on  public  land 
but  will  be  transferred  into  private  ownership. 

The  only  major  change  in  land  use  may  be  in  crop  agriculture.   Such 
change  will  not  take  place  until  adequate  authority  exists  and  a  com- 
prehensive soil,  economic,  and  ground  water  survey  determines  which 
land  is  suitable  for  crop  agriculture. 

The  rest  of  the  Resource  Analysis  Summary  is  contained  in  the 
following  table.   This  is  a  summation  of  the  available  data  on  market 
values  of  resource  use  within  the  district.  As  can  be  seen,  the 
minerals  production  mainly  takes  place  on  private  land.   However,  the 
public  land  is  a  major  area  for  new  prospecting  and  location  of  minerals. 

There  is  a  problem  with  hunting,  fishing,  and  general  recreation 
use  data  in  that  there  is  no  consistent  information  on  use  on  BLM  land. 
More  accurate  data  will  require  surveys  of  visitors,  fishermen,  and 
hunters  and  their  expenditures. 
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RESOURCE    ANALYSIS    SUMMARY 


REGION       Battle  Mountain  District 


compilation    date      February  11.    1975  

OFricE  &   title  of  coMPii  fr  Battle  Mountain 


District   Economist 


1 

NRI                S'GNIFlCAN^E 

I       Nfi.      «et-3  'ED 

ECONOMIC    '  t  "Tl.R 

"FGiONi       °RODU(.TiON 

REGIONAL  INCOME 

AMOUNT 
PRODUCED 

NUMBER    OF 
INITIAL 
JSERS 

*t.  5  OMAL 

INDUSTRY 

DEPENDENCE 

DIRECT    INCOME    EFFECT 

REGIONAL 
INCOME 
EFFECT 

REGIONAL 
INCOME 

DFPENJENCE 

1990  PROJECTED  DEMAND 

"-■i-S  --L 

vftiUE 
DOLLARS 

TOTAL  i 

to 

INDEX 

PER   UNI  r 

T^  rA_ 

Lands  * 

Minerals                             Ca 
Locatables    (Metals) 

8,192   Gold(Tr.Oz 

25,822  Copper(S.T 

2,045  Mag. (S.T.) 

-)S36,059,000    (a) 

-0-        (a) 

$7,750,000               (a) 

Minerals 

Leasables      fOil) 

149,000  Bbl         (a) 

(400, 000   (a) 

$11,099,880   (fj 

92 

149,000  Bbl    (a) 

3    W 

100% 

$1,100,000               [d) 

Mineral s 

Salables (Sand, Gravel) 

273,000  S.Tons(a) 

$194,000   (a) 

(a) 
273,000   S.Tons 

100% 

$295,000              (d} 

Forest    Products 

171    MBF        (a) 

$684    (a) 

12  MBF   (a) 

4    Ca) 

7% 

144  MBF               [d) 

Livestock    Forage 

Hunting 

(Only  Big  Game) 

(a) 
1,129,865  AUMs 

$6,296,000   (a) 

$4,000,000   (h) 

83 

358,565  AUMs(a) 

103   (a) 

32% 

$4.07 

$1,568,000 

$1,729,504 

1.8% 

426,171   AUMs        (a) 

15,554    Res.         (b) 
1,601   Non-Res. 

$685, S29    (c) 

$181,744    (g) 

8,097  Hunter 
Days(d) 

■      -- 

24,362  Hunter 

Days        (b) 

Fishing 

44,252   Fishing(b) 
_  Days 

$230,142    (e) 

$60,988    [g) 

50 

20,889  Fishing 
Days(d) 



94,550  Fishing 

Days        (b) 

Recreation (Gen. Outdoor) 

223,224   Visitor^ 
Days 

$535,738    [e) 

$141,970   Cg) 

105,362            (d) 

982,545                    (b) 

*      Lands   are    covered  under  the  narrative  preceding   this    table. 

(a)  USD I,    BLM,    Socio-Economic   Data  System,    Denver  Service  Center, 
Denver  197ET 

(b)  Nevada  State  Engineer's  Office,   Water  for  Nevada.    Carson  City  1970. 
Report    No.    6,    Forecasts    for  the    Future-Fish   and   Wildlife. 

Report    No.    7,    Water-Related   Recreation    in   Nevada,    Carson  City   1973. 

(c)  Garrett,    .T.T.,    Characteristics  of  Nevada  Hunters,    University  of  Nevada, 
Reno,    1974:    Resident    -    Based  on  2-day  trip    I    73.14    =    39.07 

Non-Resident    -    Based  on  4 -day  trip   @    197.30    =  49.32 

(d)  From:    USDI,    Nevada    BLM  Statistics    1974,    Nevada  State  Office, 

Reno,    Nevada      1975. 
Total   Acres  Acres   in  Battle  Mountain  District 


Eureka        2,676,480 

Lander        3,597,440 

Nye  11,560,960 

17,834,880 


,415,533  =  .472  of  Total  Land  in 
Tri-County  Area 


BLM  User  Days  are  estimated  on  the  basis  of  the  ratio  of  BLM 
land  area  to  total  land  area  -  see  immediately  above. 


(e)  Based  on:  Water  in  Nevada  No.  7  (op.cit.)  Lander,  Eureka,  Nye  Counties 
Average  Per  Capita  Visitor  Days  Expenditure  for  Fishing  =  $5.20 
Average  Per  Capita  Visitor  Day  Expenditure  for  General  Recreation  =  $2.40 

(f)  Income  based  on  an  average  income  in  mining  of  $11,212  multiplied  by  990 
mining  employees.   County  Labor  Force  Summary:  1972.  Nevada  Employment 
Security  Dept . 

(g)  The  following  information  is  based  upon:  Malone,  J.  and  Detering,  S., 

An  Interindustry  Analysis  of  the  Elko  County,  Nevada  Economy,  Agriculture 
Experiment  Station,  University  of  Nevada,  Reno,  May  1969.  A  weighted 
average  is  obtained  from  trade  coefficient  (pg.  35,  Table  3)  and  is 
multiplied  by  the  direct  income  coefficient  of  households  in  the  trade 
sector  to  obtain  an  expenditure  to  income  ratio  of  .265. 

(h)  Based  upon:  U.S.  Dept.  of  Commerce,  "Local  Area  Personal  Income",  Survey  of 
Current  Business,  May  1974,  Table  2,  p.  73,  and  ratio  of  livestock  products 
to  total  agricultural  sales  as  reported  by  the  Census  of  Agriculture. 

(i)  This  income  effect  is  computed  by  dividing  the  per  cent  of  regional  income 
(per  sector)  by  the  per  cent  of  regional  employment  for  that  same  sector. 
Mining  is  done  for  the  entire  sector  and  wildlife,  fishing,  and  recreation  are 
all  part  of  the  trade  and  services  sector. 


III.  Social -Economic  Factors 

The  following  Social -Economic  Factors  section  is  intended  to 
provide  demographic  data  required  to  analyze  the  significance  and 
trends  (current  and  projected)  of  resources  administered  by  the 
Battle  Mountain  District  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management.   This 
section  is  a  brief  display  of  data  required  in  the  Planning  Area 
Analysis.   Source  documents  are  listed  with  each  table  to  provide 
guidance  to  additional  detail. 

Many  changes  in  land  use  are  very  location-specific  in  effect. 
Because  of  this,  county  data  is  insufficiently  detailed,  geographically 
speaking,  to  understand  local  economic  and  social  situations. 
Table  3  displays  selected  demographic  data  for  sub-areas  of  counties, 
called  minor  civil  divisions  or  census  county  subdivisions,  by  the 
U.  S.  Bureau  of  Census.   The  geographic  subdivisions  listed  may  be 
identified  by  referring  to  page  15  of  the  U.  S.  Bureau  of  Census 
publication,  Number  of  Inhabitants  Final  Report  PC  (1)-A30  Nevada: 1970. 
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Table  3 

SELECTED  SOCIO-ECONOMIC  CHARACTERISTICS  FOR  MINOR  CIVIL 
EUREKA  AND  LANDER  COUNTIES 
NEVADA,  1970  1/ 

DIVISIONS  AN! 

PLACES 

Eurt 

ka  County 

Lander 

County 

J? 

CD 

a) 
3 
O 
CD 

a 

M 
CD 

u 

3 
W 

o 
O 

co 

CD 

u 
3 
PJ 

&1 

& 

F 

co 
+J 

a 

CD 
DO 
U 
< 

e 

■H 
CD 
+J 

s 

3 
O 

CD 

U 

+J 
CTi 

m 

| 

F 

d 

■H 
CO 

3 

< 

o 

J 

u 

CD 
3 

a 

M 
-4 

1. 

Population,  1970 

410 

580 

990 

2,333 

1,856 

333 

2,666 

2. 

Population  Distribution  (%) 

41.4 

58.6 

100 

87.5 

69.6 

12.5 

100 

3. 

Per  Capita  Income,  1969  ($) 

2,500 

2,610 

2,565 

2,389 

- 

4,628 

2,669 

4. 

Families  Below  Poverty  Level  (%) 

7.9 

12.0 

10.4 

21.1 

- 

5.6 

18.9 

5. 

Rural  Population  (%)  3/ 

100 

100 

100 

100 

0.0 

100 

100 

6. 

Racial  Composition  (%) :  White 

93.9 

97.8 

96.2 

91.9 

97.3 

100 

92.9 

Negro 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.2 

0.0 

0.0 

0.2 

Indian 

6.1 

2.2 

3.8 

7.7 

2.6 

0.0 

6.7 

Other 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.2 

0.1 

0.0 

0.2 

7. 

New  Residents  of  Nevada  Since  1965 
Over  Age  5  (%) 

26.1 

43.4 

35.9 

43.  fa 

. 

37.0 

42.8 

8. 

Total  Housing  Units  Distribution  (%) 

27.8 

72.2 

100 

80.9 

67.7 

19.1 

100 

9. 

Housing  Units  Lacking  Some 
Plumbing  Facilities  (%) 

15.8 

19.7 

18.2 

4.1 

4.2 

8.1 

4.9 

10. 

Housing  Units  with  1.01+  Persons/Room 
S  All  Plumbing  Facilities  (%) 

11.6 

6.4 

8.4 

12.5 

10.6 

6.9 

11.5 

11. 

Total  Employment  Distribution  (%) 

36.3 

63.7 

100 

84.3 

15.7 

100 

Table  3  (cont.) 


Eureka  County 

Lander 

County 

E- 

1 

o 

CD 
CQ 

1 

ct) 
CD 

H 
3 
w 

o 

C_) 

CO 

CD 
U 
3 

PJ 

e- 

CO 
+> 

e 

CD 

< 

e 

■H 

CO 
+J 

a 

3 

_o 

CD 

CO 
CQ 

E- 
C 

■H 
+J 
C/l 

3 
< 

o 

u 

u 

CD 

a 

CO 

12.  Employment  Composition  by  Industry  (%) ; 
Construction 

2.5 

14.5 

10.1 

1.6 

9.3 

2.8 

Manufacturing 

0  .  0 

1.1 

0.7 

2.  7 

0.0 

2.2 

Transportation 

0.0 

0.7 

0.4 

1.5 

0.0 

1.3 

Communications,  Utilities 

0.0 

3.9 

1 .  5 

1.0 

3.  7 

1.4 

Trade 

3.7 

14.5 

10.6 

9.5 

18.5 

11.0 

Finance 

2.5 

2.5 

2.5 

2.3 

3.1 

2.4 

Other  Professional 

2.5 

2.1 

2.2 

5.6 

0.0 

4.8 

Educational  Services 

8.1 

7.8 

7.9 

8 .  6 

2.5 

7.7 

Public  Administration 

6.8 

5.6 

6.1 

8.2 

25.3 

10.9 

Other  Industries 

73.9 

47.3 

57.0 

58.9 

37.6 

55.6 

13.  Employed  Persons  14+  by  Occupation  {%)  : 
Professional,  Technical 

14.9 

5.3 

8.8 

18.9 

11.7 

17.8 

Farmers  5  Farm  Managers 

14.3 

11.7 

12.6 

2.8 

6.8 

3.4 

Managers 

5.0 

9.5 

7.9 

5.9 

22.8 

8.5 

Clerical 

6.8 

8.8 

8.1 

10.6 

20.4 

12.1 

Sales  Workers 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

2.2 

3.1 

2.3 

Craftsmen,  Foremen 

24.2 

12.0 

16.4 

17.8 

12.4 

17.0 

Operatives 

14.9 

7.8 

10.4 

22.1 

0.0 

18.6 

Service  Workers 

8.1 

17.7 

14.2 

11.0 

7.4 

10.5 

Farm  Laborers  §  Foremen 

9.3 

21.2 

16.9 

6.8 

10.5 

7.4 

Laborers  except  Farm  6  Mine 

2.5 

6.0 

4.7 

1.9 

4.9 

2.4 

1/   Source:  U.S.  Bureau  of  Census 

Service  Division,  Washington, 


First  and  Fifth  Count  Microfilm:  Nevada,  1970,  Census  Users 


D.C. 


1971. 


2/  Battle  Mountain  Town  is  a  "place"  (incorporated  or  unincorporated  urbanized  area)  within  the 
Argenta  Township. 

3/  All  "places"  (incorporated  and  unincorporated  towns)  are  classified  as  "urban"  for  purposes 
of  this  description. 
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SELECTED   SOCIO-ECONOMIC  CHARACTERISTICS  FOR  MINOR   CIVIL  DIVISIONS   AND   PLACES 

NYE  COUNTY,  NEVADA,  1970  1/ 


& 

E- 
X 

a 

CD 
CO 

c/i 
X> 

■a 

g. 
EX, 

E- 
G 

•H 
CO 

4-1 

1 

o 

s 

§ 

o 
S 

H 

o 

c 
o 

H 

o 
u 

CD 
X 
Z 

C/1 
XI 

a) 

a, 

o 
c 
o 

1. 

Population,  1970 

1,255 

922 

874 

917 

145 

2,36Q 

1,716 

5,599 

2. 

Population  Distribution  (%) 

22.4 

16.5 

15.6 

16.4 

2.6 

42.1 

30.6 

100 

3. 

Per  Capita  Income,  1969  ($) 

5,078 

2,580 

_ 

3,687 

8,641 

3,490 

_ 

3,862, 

4. 

Families  Below  Poverty  Level  (%) 

5.1 

8.4 

^ 

12.8 

8.6 

2.7 

_ 

5.9 

5. 

Rural  Population  (%) 

100 

5.2 

0.0 

100 

100 

27  .3 

0.0 

53.7 

6. 

Racial  Composition  (%) :  White 

99.1 

95.8 

95.7 

97.9 

100 

95.3 

96.8 

96.8  . 

Negro 

0.4 

0.0 

0.0 

0.5 

0.0 

0.3 

0.2 

0.3 

Indian 

0.5 

4.2 

4.0 

1.5 

0.0 

3.8 

1.9 

2.7 

Other 

0.0 

0.0 

0 .  3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.6 

1.1 

0.2 

7. 

New  Residents  of  Nevada  Since  1965 
Over  Age  5  (%) 

38.2 

44.0 

_ 

50.1 

58.1 

42.7 

_ 

43.4 
100 

S. 

Total  Housing  Units  Distribution  (%) 

16.1 

14.7 

12.3 

14.6 

8.2 

46.3 

36.8 

9. 

Housing  Units  Lacking  Some 
Plumbing  Facilities  (%) 

18.7 

11.7 

1.2 

4.6 

51.4 

10.7 

10.3 

14.6 

10. 

Housing  Units  with  1.01+  Persons/Room 
§  All  Plumbing  Facilities  (%) 

10.4 

20.7 

18.2 

13.4 

2.9 

4.3 

5.0 

8.9 

11. 

Total  Employment  Distribution  (%) 

29.2 

14.3 

14.2 

2  I 

40.1 

100 

X 

CD 
CQ 

a, 

3 
u 

XI 

a 

P. 

c 
+j 

T3 
C 
3 
O 

IX 

15 

§■ 
c 
o 

H 

o 

u 

CD 
X 

m 

t3 

XI 

•a 

03 

4 

a, 

o 

c 
o 

12.  Employment  Composition  by  Industry  (%) ; 
Construction 

37.0 

2.0 

7.7 

11.1 

11.2 

16.9 

Manufacturing 

2.3 

0.0 

1.8 

9.3 

3.5 

2.5 

Durable  Goods 

1.4 

0.0 

1.8 

0.0 

1.0 

1.1 

Transportation 

0.9 

0.0 

1.2 

0.0 

1.9 

1.2 

Communications,  Utilities 

3.3 

3.2 

6.5 

0.0 

5.0 

4.3 

Trade 

13.0 

5.3 

12.9 

9.3 

26.0 

17.0 

Finance 

22.9 

0.0 

j  25.3 

0.0 

12.3 

15.2 

Other  Professional 

1.4 

5.6 

1.2 

0.0 

5.3 

3.  5 

Educational  Services 

6.2 

3.2 

4.4 

0.0 

4.8 

4.  8 

Public  Administration 

5.6 

2.9 

12.4 

11.1 

10.1 

8.1 

Other  Industries 

7.4 

77.8 

26.8 

59.2 

19.9 

26.4 

13.  Employed  Persons  14+  by  Occupation  (%) : 
Professional,  Technical 

21.6 

11.4 

11.2 

0.0 

14.3 

15.3 

Fanners  8  Farm  Managers 

0.0 

0.0 

5.3 

29.6 

2.1 

2.3 

Managers 

7.0 

6.4 

4.1 

0.0 

11.5 

8.  2 

Clerical 

11.4 

5.5 

9.4 

20.4 

14.2 

11.6 

1.1 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.9 

0.7 

Craftsmen,  Foremen 

25.8 

16.4 

27.6 

20.4 

17.5 

21.2 

Operatives 

13.9 

42.1 

12.4 

20.4 

12.2 

17.1 

Service  Workers 

13.9 

11.7 

12.9 

9.2 

23.8 

17.3 

Farm  Laborers  (j  Foremen 

0.0 

1.5 

12.4 

0.0 

1.8 

2.7 

Laborers  except  Farm  §  Mine 

5.3 

5.0 

4.7 

0.0 

1.7 

3.6 

1/  Source:  U.S.  Bureau  of  Census,  First  and  Fifth  Count  Microfilm:  Nevada,  1970,  Census  Users 
Service  Division,  Washington,  D.C.,  1971. 

2/  Gabb  is  an  incorporated  town  and  Tonopah  is  a  "place",  as  classified  by  the  U.  S.  Bureau 
of  Census. 

3/  All  "places"  (incorporated  and  unincorporated  towns)  are  classified  as  urban  for  purposes 
of  this  description. 
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NEVADA 


County  Subdivisions/Townships  and  Places 

Table  3    (Addendum)   Map 


1 


WASHINGTON 

WASHINGTON 

Washington 

WtoUii.gtnn 


I«U 


COUNTY 

MINOR  CIVIL  DIVISION 
INCOPK'RATEO  OH   UNINCORPORATED 
PLACE  NOT  A  MlN.Cn  CIVIL   DIViS-ON 
INCORPORATED  OR   UNINCORPORATED  PI.ACE 
WITH   fEVvER  THAN  2,500  INHABITANTS, 


COUNTY 

MINOR  C!ML  DIVISION 
INCORrOHATED   PLACE   V  IT* I  60,000 
OR  MOKE  INHALANTS 
irvCCtPOKAUO  PLACE    V.'llH   FEV.CR 
THf)   b0.Q«.'O  INHABITANTS 
UNINCORPORATED   I'L-T.E 
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A.   Population 

The  following  tables  and  graphs  illustrate  the  characteristics 
of  the  population  in  the  Battle  Mountain  District,  using  counties 
as  the  basic  unit. 

Table  4  shows  how  the  population  of  the  Battle  Mountain  District 
Statistical  Region  has  changed  between  1960  and  1974;  the  numbers  of 
births,  deaths,  and  net  migration  of  the  tri-county  population  is 
compared  to  the  State  of  Nevada  for  the  same  period. 

Table  5  and  the  accompanying  graph  make  a  comparison  of  different 
estimates  for  population  growth  between  1970  and  2020.  The  graph 
illustrates  these  same  projections  by  County  and  District  Statistical 
Region. 

Table  6  and  the  accompanying  maps  illustrate  the  1970  population 
distribution.  The  table  csmpares  the  urban  to  rural  population  density. 
The  maps  show  distribution  by  each  10  square  miles  of  each  county. 

Illustrations  5,  6,  and  7  are  population  distribution  maps  for 
Lander,  Eureka,  and  Nye  Counties.  The  numbers  on  the  maps  indicate 
the  numbers  of  persons  in  each  10  mile  square  area  in  each  county. 
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Table  4 
BATTLE  MOUNTAIN  DSR  POPULATION  ESTIMATES  AND  COMPONENTS 
OF  CHANGE,  I960,  1970,  1973,  §  1974 


POPULATION 

COMPONENTS  OF  CHANCE  5/ 
1970-1973 

1960  1/ 

1970  2/ 

1973  3/ 

1974  4/ 

BIRTHS 

DEATHS 

NET  MIGRATION 

NUMBER 

PERCENT 

COUNTIES  5 
1970  CENSUS 
SUBDIVISIONS: 
EUREKA 

767 

948 

850 

992 

Z 

-200 

-15.8 

Beowawe  Twp 

401 

Eureka  Twp 

547 

LANDER 

1,566 

2,666 

2,647 

2,872 

200 

100 

-100 

-  5.3 

Argent a  Twp 

2,252 

(Battle  Mtn) 

1,856 

Austin  Twp 

414 

NYE 

4,374 

5,599 

5,030 

4,800 

200 

200 

-600 

-  10.9 

Beatty  Twp 

1,131 

Gabbs  Twp 

1,000 

(Gabbs) 

874 

Pah rump  Twp 

963 

Round  Mtn  Twp 

215 

Tonopah  Twp 

2,280 

(Tonopah) 

1,716 

DSR: 

Battle 

Mountain 

6,707 

9,213 

8,527 

8,664 

400+ 

300+ 

-900 

-  9.7 

STATE : 
Nevada 

285,278 

488,738 

551,161 

583,563 

30,000 

15,000 

42,000 

+  8.6 

Less  than  50  or  less  than  0.5? 


BATTLE  MOUNTAIN  DSR  POPULATION  ESTIMATES  AND  COMPONENTS 
OF  CHANGE,  1960,  1970,  1973,  f,  1974 
(Continued) 


References: 

1.  U.S.  Bureau  of  the  Census,  U.S.  Census  of  Population:  1960,  Number  of  Inhabitants, 
Nevada,  Final  Report  PC(1)  -  20A  U.S.G.P.O.,  Washington,  D.C.,  1960.   (9553) 

2.  U.S.  Bureau  of  the  Census,  U.S.  Census  of  Population:  1970,  Number  of  Inhabitants, 
Final  Report  PC(1)  A- 30  Nevada,  U.S.G.P.O.,  Washington,  D.C.,  1971.   (9553) 

3.  U.S.  Bureau  of  the  Census,  Current  Population  Reports:  Population  Estimates  and 
Projections,  Series  P-25,  No.  573,  March  1975.   (9553) 

4.  Chu,  Shih-fan,  Nevada  Population  by  Counties,  B.B.E.R.,  UNR,  Reno,  November  1974. 

5.  U.S.  Bureau  of  the  Census,  Estimates  of  the  Pouplation  of  Nevada  Counties:  July  1,  1972 
and  1973,  Federal-State  Coop.  Program  for  Local  Population  Estimates. 


17 


Table  5 
BATTLE  MOUNTAIN  DSR 
POPULATION  PROJECTIONS  BY  COUNTY  AND  TOTAL,  1970-2020 


COUNTY: 
Eureka 


Ref.  1 


Ref.  2 


Landers 


Ref.  1 


Ref.  2 


Nye 


Ref.  1 


Ref.  2 


DSR: 

Battle  Mtn. 


Ref.  1 


Ref.  2 


STATE : 
Nevada 


Ref.  1 


Ref.  2 


Ref.  3 


WATER  RESOURCES 

SUB- AREA  (Ref.  3) : 

1606:  Esmeralda,  Nye,  § 
White  Pine  Counties 


1604:  Humboldt,  Pershing, 
Lander,  Eureka,,  &  Elko 
Counties 


ACTUAL 


1970 


948 


948 


2,666 


2,666 


5,599 


5,599 


1980 


981 


1,100 


3,219 


3,200 


5,000 


7,000 


9,215 


9,213 


488,758 


488,738 


488,738 


9,200 


11,300 


728,582 


776,000 


665,900 


16,521 


26,849 


18,200 


28,400 


POPULATION 


PROJECTED 


1985 


981 


3,537 


5,000 


9,518 


1990 


981 


1,200 


3,886 


3,600 


5,000 


8,500 


2000 


981 


1,500 


4,691 


3,800 


5,000 


10,000 


9,867 


13,300 


825,121 


726,500 


931.400 


1,054,000 
~  805,500 


2020 


1,500 


3,900 


12,000 


10,672 


15,100 


1,086,432 


17,400 


1,237,000 


20.300    22,600    26,100 


29,800 


,460,000 


34,700 


31,200    33,200 


36,800 


f^Chu^^F.,  Nevada  Population  Projection:  bv  County  for  Selected  Years,  1970-2000, 

B  b'e.R.,  University  of  Nevada,  Reno,  March  1975,  revised. 
2   Nevada  Division  of  Water  Resources,  Water  for  Nevada:  Forecasts  for  the  Future- 

Population,  Nevada  State  Engineer's  Office,  February  1973.  ,  ..  .fv 

3.   U.S.  WateT  Resources  Council,  1972  OBERS  Projections,  Regional  Economic  Activity 

in  the  U.S.,  Series  E  Population,  Volume  3,  April  1974. 
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Table  5  (cont.) 

BATTLE  MOUNTAIN  DSR 
PROJECTED  POPULATION  AVERAGE  ANNUAL  RATES  OF  CHANGE 
BY  COUNTY  AND  TOTAL,  1970-2020 


AVERAGE  ANNUAL  RATE  OF  CHANGE 

1970      1980      1985      1990      2000      2020 

COUNTY : 

Eureka           Ref.  1 

+0.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

Ref.  2 

+  1.5 

+0.9 

+  0.9 

+0.8 

+0.7 

Lander           Ref.  1 

+  1.9 

+  1.9 

+  1.9 

+  1.9 

- 

Ref.  2 

+  1.8 

+  1.2 

+  1.2 

+  0.5 

+0.1 

Nye              Ref.  1 

-1.1 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

- 

Ref.  2 

+  2.3 

+  2.0 

+2.0 

+  1.6 

+  0.9 

DSR: 

Battle  Mountain   Ref.  1 

0.0 

+0.7 

+  0.7 

+  0.8 

Ref.  2 

+2.1 

+  1.6 

+  1.6 

+  1.3 

+  0.7 

STATE : 

Nevada           Ref.  1 

+4.1 

+2.5 

+  2.5 

+  1.6 

Ref.  2 

+4.7 

+2.9 

+2.9 

+  1.8 

+0.8 

Ref.  3 

+  3.1 

+  1.8 

+  2.0 

- 

- 

WATER  RESOURCES 

SUB-AREA  (Ref.  3) : 

1606:  Esmeralda,  Nye,  § 
White  Pine  Counties 

+1.0 

+2.2 

+  2.2 

+  1.5 

+  1.4 

1604:  Humboldt,  Pershing 
Lander,  Eureka  §  Elko 
Counties 

+0.6 

+  1.0 

+  1.0 

+0.6 

+0.5 

References : 

1.   Chu,  S.  F.,  Nevada  Population  Projection:  by  County  for  Selected  Years,  1970-2000, 
B.B.E.R.,  University  of  Nevada,  Reno,  March  1975,  revised. 

Nevada  Division  of  Water  Resources,  Water  for  Nevada:  Forecasts  for  the  Future- 
Population,  Nevada  State  Engineer's  Office,  February  1973. 

U.S.  Water  Resources  Council,  1972  OBERS  Projections,  Regional  Economic  Activity 
in  the  U.S. ,  Series  E  Population,  Volume  3,  April  1974. 


2. 


3. 


Illustration   4 
BATTLE      M0UNT1IN     D.S.R.      POPULATION      PROJECTIONS,      BY      COUNTY      AND     TOTAL 


D.S.R. (SOURCE     2) 


NYE     (SOURCE      2) 


LANDER      (SOURCE     2) 


EUREKA     (SOURCE     1) 
EUREKA     (SOURCE      2) > 


i  00  0 


1J70  1975  1980  1985  1990  1995  2000 

SOURCE     1-CHU.S.F.    (POPULATIONlECONOMIC      D»TA)#7) 
SOURCE      2-NEVADA     DIVISION      OF   WATER      RESOURCES      (POPULATIONlECONOHIC     DATA)#8) 


2005 


2010 


2015 


2020 


Table  6 

BATTLE  MOUNTAIN  DSR  RURAL-URBAN  POPULATION 
DISTRIBUTION  BY  COUNTY,  1970 


AREA 

(Sq.Mi.) 

1/ 

%  OF  NEV. 

LAND  AREA 

1/ 

%  OF  NEV. 
POPULATION 
1/ 

%  URBAN 
1/ 

%  RURAL  2/ 

AVERAGE  POPULATION 
DENSITY  1/ 
(Persons  Per  Sq.Mi.) 

NON-FARM 

FARM 

COUNTY : 

Eureka 

4,182 

3.8 

0.2 

0 

86.2 

13.8 

0.2 

Lander 

5,621 

5.1 

0.5 

0 

92.9 

7.1 

0.5 

Nye 

18,064 

16.3 

1.1 

0 

95.0 

5.0 

0.3 

DSR: 

Battle 
Mountain 

27,867 

25.2 

1.9 

0 

91.4 

8.6 

0.3 

STATE : 

Nevada 

109,889 

100 

100 

81 

17 

2 

4.4 

1/  U.  S.  Bureau  of  Census,  Census  of  Population: 1970,  Number  of  Inhabitants, 
~   PC(1)  -  A30  Nevada,  U.S.G.P.O.,  Washington,  D.C.  1972. 

2/  U.  S.  Bureau  of  Census,  Census  of  Population: 1970  General  Social  and  Economic 
Characteristics  PC(1)  -  C30  Nevada,  1970,  U.S.G.P.O.,  Washington,  D.C,  1972.' 


To 
Winnemucca 


Illustration  5 


LEGEND 
=  Major  Highway 


Numbers  indicate  the  number 
of  people  per  100  sq.  miles  in 
the  area. 

Source  i  S.T.  Bradhurst, 
Mocky  School  of  Mines 
University  of  Nevada,  Reno 


1970    POPULATION    DISTRIBUTION  ,  EUREKA   COUNTY 
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Illustration  6 


0  0  0 


To 
Winnemucca 


LEGEND 


Major  Highway 


Numbers  indicate  the  number 
of  people  per  100  sq.  miles  in 
the  orea. 

Source  •  S.T.  Bradhurst, 
Mocky  School  of  Mines 
University  of  Nevada,  Reno 


To  Eureka  and 
Ely 


1970  POPULATION   DISTRIBUTION ,  LANDER  COUNTY 
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Illustration  7 


LEGEND 


o    ? 


4      12 

0 

0 


Major  Highway 


Numbers   indicate  the  number 
of  people  per  100  sq.  miles  in 
the  orea. 

Source  i  S.T.  Bradhurst, 
Macky  School  of  Mines 
University  of  Nevada,  Reno 


To 
Las  Vegas 


1970    POPULATION   DISTRIBUTION ,  NYE   COUNTY 
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B.  Income 


The  following  tables  illustrate  the  differences  in  income 
between  counties  and  economic  sectors.  Table  6  compares  per  capita 
income  and  family  effective  buying  income  in  several  different  years 
for  each  county,  the  district,  and  the  state  as  a  whole. 

Table  7  displays  employment  and  income  by  industry  within  the 
district  and  by  county  for  1972. 
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Table  7 

MONEY  INCOME  STATUS  OF  BATTLE  MOUNTAIN  DSR 
RESIDENTS,  SELECTED  YEARS 


Per  Capita  Income 
of  Persons  1/ 
($) 

Per  Capita  Income 

Relative  to  U.S. 2/ 

Index:  U.S. =100 

Per  Capita 
Income  1/ 
($) 

Median  Effective 
Buying  Income  3/ 
($] 

1969 

1950 

1972 

1972 

1973 

1974 

COUNTIES: 
Eureka 

4,280 

155 

194 

5,704 

7,566 

9,478 

Lander 

3,744 

135 

125 

4,716 

5,626 

12,600 

Nye 

4,266 

80 

71 

3,912 

4,029 

11,086 

DSR: 

Battle  Mtn. 

4,125 

N.A. 

N.A. 

4,340 

4,879 

N.A. 

STATE : 
Nevada 

4,271  4/ 

134  5/ 

115  6/ 

5,211 

5,712 

13,517 

Sources : 


1/  U.S.  Dept.  of  Commerce,  "Total  Personal  Income  and  Per  Capita  Personal  Income  by  County," 
~~  Survey  of  Current  Business,  April  1975,  pp.  46,  Table  2. 

2/  U.S.  Dept.  of  Commerce,  "Local  Area  Personal  Income",  Survey  of  Current  Business,  Part  II, 
May  1974,  pp.  72-73. 


3/ 


'1975  Survey  of  Buying  Power",  Sales  Management,  July  21,  1975,  pg.  D-66, 


4/  Op.  cit.  Census  of  Population:  1970,  Table  57. 

5/  U.S.  Dept.  of  Commerce,  "State  Projections  of  Income,  Employment,  and  Population  to  1990", 
~~  Survey  of  Current  Business,  April  1974,  p.  44. 

6/  Ibid.   1971  data. 


Table  8 

BATTLE  MOUNTAIN  DSR  EMPLOYMENT  AND  INCOME 
BY  SELECTED  ECONOMIC  SECTORS- 197 2+ 

SECTOR 

EMPLOYMENT  1/ 
(Persons) 

PERSONAL 
INCOME  2/ 
($1000's) 

Farm 

500 

4,900 

Govt.  Labor  Earnings 
Fed.  Civilian  ) 
Military      ) 
State  and  Local) 

770 

2,800 
1,400 
5,000 

Manufacturing 

20 

100 

Mining 

990 

W 

Construction 

160 

W 

Transportation  and 
Communication 

190 

W 

Wholesale  and  Retail 
Trade 

460 

3,400 

Finance,  Insurance,  and 
Real  Estate 

60 

W 

Services        ) 
Other          ) 

4,120 

62,100 
W 

TOTAL 

7,270  a/ 

96,600 

+  Note:  Employment  does  not  include  self-employed  persons;  however, 
Income  includes  all  income,  including  self- employment  from  the 
indicated  source. 

*  Less  than  10;   **  Less  than  $50,000 

W  Withheld  to  avoid  disclosure. 

a/  Total  number  employed  does  not  include  multiple  job  holding  (moon- 
lighting), as  do  the  employment  counts  by  sector;  therefore,  the 
sum  of  sector  employment  exceeds  total  number  of  employed  persons. 


Sources : 

1/  Nevada,  State  of,  County  Labor  Force  Summary:  1972,  Employment 

~~  Security  Department,  Carson  City,  Nevada. 

2/  U.S.  Department  of  Commerce,  "Local  Area  Personal  Income",  Survey  of 

Current  Business,  May  1974.,  Table  2,  p.  73, 
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Table  8  (cont.) 

EUREKA  COUNTY  EMPLOYMENT  AND  INCOME 
BY  SELECTED  ECONOMIC  SECTORS-1972+ 


SECTOR 

EMPLOYMENT  1/ 
(Persons) 

PERSONAL 
INCOME  2/ 
($1000's) 

Farm 

190 

2,600 

Govt.  Labor  Earnings 
Fed.  Civilian  ) 
Military       ) 
State  and  Local) 

90 

*  * 

100 
700 

Manufacturing 

0 

** 

Mining 

200 

w 

Construction 

20 

w 

Transportation  and 
Communication 

40 

600 

Wholesale  and  Retail 
Trade 

10 

200 

Finance,  Insurance,  and 
Real  Estate 

* 

w 

Services        ) 
Other          ) 

10 

300 
100 

TOTAL 

560  a/ 

7,200 

. 


+  Note:  Employment  does  not  include  self-employed  persons;  however, 
Income  includes  all  income,  including  self- employment  from  the 
indicated  source. 

*  Less  than  10;   **  Less  than  $50,000 

W  Withheld  to  avoid  disclosure. 

a/  Total  number  employed  does  not  include  multiple  job  holding  (moon- 
lighting), as  do  the  employment  counts  by  sector;  therefore,  the 
sum  of  sector  employment  exceeds  total  number  of  employed  persons. 

Sources : 

1/  Nevada,  State  of,  County  Labor  Force  Summary:  1972,  Employment 

Security  Department,  Carson  City,  Nevada. 
2/  U.S.  Department  of  Commerce,  "Local  Area  Personal  Income",  Survey  of 

Current  Business,  May  1974.,  Table  2,  p.  73. 
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Table  8  (cont.) 
LANDER  COUNTY  EMPLOYMENT  AND  INCOME 
BY  SELECTED  ECONOMIC  SECTORS-1972+ 


SECTOR 


EMPLOYMENT  1/ 
(Persons) 


PERSONAL 
INCOME  2/ 
($1000's) 


Farm 


150 


1,900 


Govt.  Labor  Earnings 
Fed.  Civilian  ) 
Military      ) 
State  and  Local) 


220 


900 

100 

1,300 


Manufacturing 


Mining 


460 


Construction 


30 


Transportation  and 
Communication 


40 


Wholesale  and  Retail 
Trade 


180 


1,200 


Finance,  Insurance,  and 
Real  Estate 


30 


200 


Services 
Other 


70 


400 
100 


TOTAL 


1,180  a/ 


12,100 


+  Note:  Employment  does  not  include  self-employed  persons;  however, 
Income  includes  all  income,  including  self-employment  from  the 
indicated  source. 

*  Less  than  10;   **  Less  than  $50,000 

W  Withheld  to  avoid  disclosure. 

a/  Total  number  employed  does  not  include  multiple  job  holding  (moon- 
lighting), as  do  the  employment  counts  by  sector;  therefore,  the 
sum  of  sector  employment  exceeds  total  number  of  employed  persons. 


Sources : 

1/  Nevada,  State  of,  County  Labor  Force  Summary:  1972 

Security  Department,  Carson  City,  Nevada. 
2/  U.S.  Department  of  Commerce,  "Local  Area  Personal  Income 

Current  Business,  May  1974.,  Table  2,  p.  73. 


Employment 

Survey  of 
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Table  8  (cont.) 
NYE  COUNTY  EMPLOYMENT  AND  INCOME 
BY  SELECTED  ECONOMIC  SECTORS-1972+ 


SECTOR 

EMPLOYMENT  1/ 
(Persons) 

PERSONAL 
INCOME  2/ 
C$10001 S) 

Farm 

160 

400 

Govt.  Labor  Earnings 
Fed.  Civilian  ) 
Military      ) 
State  and  Local) 

460 

1,900 
1,200 
3,000 

Manufacturing 

20 

100 

Mining 

330 

3,700 

Construction 

110 

1,800 

Transportation  and 
C  onunun  i  c  at  i  on 

110 

1,300 

Wholesale  and  Retail 
Trade 

270 

2,000 

Finance,  Insurance,  and 
Real  Estate 

30 

W 

Services       ) 
Other          ) 

4,040 

61,400 

W 

TOTAL 

5,530  a/ 

77,300 

i 

+  Note:  Employment  does  not  include  self-employed  persons;  however, 
Income  includes  all  income,  including  self- employment  from  the 
indicated  source. 

*  Less  than  10;   **  Less  than  $50,000 

W  Withheld  to  avoid  disclosure. 

a/  Total  number  employed  does  not  include  multiple  job  holding  (moon- 
lighting), as  do  the  employment  counts  by  sector;  therefore,  the 
sum  of  sector  employment  exceeds  total  number  of  employed  persons. 

Sources : 

1/  Nevada,  State  of,  County  Labor  Force  Summary:  1972,  Employment 

Security  Department,  Carson  City,  Nevada. 
2/  U.S.  Department  of  Commerce,  "Local  Area  Personal  Income",  Survey  of 

Current  Business,  May  1974.,  Table  2,  p.  73. 
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C.  Employment 

Employment  by  major  economic  sectors  has  been  relatively  stable 
with  a  slight  decline  in  agriculture  and  an  increase  in  the  mining 
sector.  Each  county  has  shown  different  patterns  of  change. 

Eureka  County  has  remained  stable  the  last  4  years  with  agriculture 
showing  some  loss  of  employment.  Unemployment  has  declined  from  8.2% 
in  1970  to  5.6%  in  1974. 

Lander  County  employment  has  shown  overall  gains  of  1,150  employees 
in  1970  to  1,430  employees  in  1974.  All  of  the  gain  has  taken  place 
in  the  non- agricultural  sector,  primarily  in  government  and  mining: 
990  in  1970  to  1,280  in  1974.  Unemployment  stayed  approximately  the 
same. 

Nye  County  has  shown  overall  declines  in  labor  force  and  employment. 
Total  employment  has  dropped  from  2,190  in  1970  to  1,820  in  1974.  Most 
of  this  decline  has  taken  place  in  the  non-agricultural  sector:  2,010 
in  1970  to  1,650  in  1974.  Unemployment  went  from  1.7%  in  1970  to  5.7% 
in  1974.   This  data  is  for  residents  only.   Including  non-residents, 
the  service  industry  has  made  a  much  more  dramatic  decline  from  5,090 
to  3,510. 

District -wide,  the  greatest  employment  change  has  taken  place  in 
the  service  sector  in  Nye  County.  Among  residents  the  greatest  increase 
was  in  mining,  followed  by  government.  Agriculture  showed  a  slight 
decline.   Construction  increased  as  did  manufacturing,  transportation, 
trade,  finance,  and  services  -  if  southern  Nye  County  employment  of 
non-residents  is  excluded.   (See  Employment  Table  No.  8.) 
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Table  9 
EMPLOYMENT  BY  SECTOR  1970  and  1974,  BATTLE  MOUNTAIN  DSR  1/ 

AND 
RATE  OF  CHANGE  COMPARED  WITH  THE  NATION 


EMPLOYMENT  2/ 
BATTLE  MOUNTAIN  DSR 

ANNUAL  %  RATE  OF  CHANGE 
IN  EMPLOYMENT  1970-74 

1970 

1974 

Battle  Mtn.DSR 

United  States 

Agriculture 

540 

510 

-  1.4 

+  0.2 

Mining 

1,010 

1.290 

+  6.3 

+  1.9 

Construction 

100 

150 

+  10.7 

+  4.2 

Manufacturing 

10 

20 

+  18.9 

+  0.9 

Transportation  and 
Public  Utilities 

140 

170 

+  5.0 

+  1.6 

Trade 

460 

500 

+  2.1 

+  3.3 

Finance,  Insurance,  and 
Real  Estate 

40 

60 

+  10.7 

+  3.1 

Services 

5,160 

3,570 

-  8.8 

+  3.9 

Government 

750 

770 

+  0.7 

+  3.3 

TOTALS 

8,220 

7,090 

-  3.6 

+  2.6 

1/  Source:  Nevada,  State  of,  County  Labor  Force  Summary:  1970  and  1974,  Employment  Security 

Department,  Carson  City,  Nevada. 
2/  Detail  may  not  add  to  total  due  to  rounding  to  the  nearest  10. 


Table  9  (cont.) 

EMPLOYMENT  BY  SECTOR  1970  and  1974,  EUREKA  COUNTY  1/ 

AND 
RATE  OF  CHANGE  COMPARED  WITH  THE  NATION 


Agriculture 


Mining 


Construction 


Manufacturing 


Transportation  and 
Public  Utilities 


Trade 


Finance,  Insurance,  and 
Real  Estate 


Services 


Government 


TOTALS 


EMPLOYMENT  2/ 
EUREKA  COUNTY 


1970 


200 


210 


30 


20 


10 


560 


1974 


190 


220 


10 


20 


10 


80 


570 


ANNUAL  %  RATE  OF  CHANGE 
IN  EMPLOYMENT  1970-74 


EUREKA  CO. 


1.3 


+    1.2 


0.0 


■24.0 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


+  0.4 


United  States 


+  0.2 


+  1.9 


+  4.2 


+  0.9 


+  1.6 


+  3.3 


+  3.1 


+  3.9 


+  3.3 


+  2.6 


*   Less  than  10. 

1/  Source:  Nevada,  State  of,  County  Labor  Force  Summary:  1970  and  1974,  Employment  Security 

Department,  Carson  City,  Nevada. 
2/  Detail  may  not  add  to  total  due  to  rounding  to  the  nearest  10. 
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Table  9  (cont.) 
EMPLOYMENT  BY  SECTOR  1970  and  1974,  LANDER  COUNTY  1/ 

AND 
RATE  OF  CHANGE  COMPARED  WITH  THE  NATION 


EMPLOYMENT  2/ 
LANDER  COUNTY 

ANNUAL  %   RATE  OF  CHANGE 
IN  EMPLOYMENT  1970-74 

1970 

1974 

Lander  Co. 

United  States 

Agriculture 

160 

150 

-  1.6 

+  0.2 

Mining 

450 

630 

+  8.8 

+  1.9 

Construction 

* 

40 

- 

+  4.2 

Manufacturing 

0 

0 

0.0 

+  0.9 

Transportation  and 
Public  Utilities 

40 

50 

+  5.7 

+  1.6 

Trade 

170 

210 

+  5.4 

+  3.3 

Finance,  Insurance,  and 
Real  Estate 

20 

10 

-15.9 

+  3.1 

Services 

60 

50 

-  4.5 

+  3.9 

Government 

190 

230 

+  4.9 

+  3.3 

TOTALS 

1,090 

1,370 

+  5.9 

+  2.6 

Less  than  10. 

1/  Source:  Nevada,  State  of,  County  Labor  Force  Summary:  1970  and  1974,  Employment  Security 
~  Department,  Carson  City,  Nevada. 
2/  Detail  may  not  add  to  total  due  to  rounding  to  the  nearest  10. 
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Table  9  (cont.) 
EMPLOYMENT  BY  SECTOR  1970  and  1974,  NYE  COUNTY  1/ 

AND 
RATE  OF  CHANGE  COMPARED  WITH  THE  NATION 


Agriculture 


Mining 


Construction 


Manufacturing 


Transportation  and 
Public  Utilities 


Trade 


Finance,  Insurance,  and 
Real  Estate 


Services 


Government 


TOTALS 


EMPLOYMENT  2/ 
NYE  COUNTY 


1970 


180 


350 


100 


10 


70 


270 


20 


5,090 


480 


6,570 


1974 


170 


440 


110 


20 


110 


270 


50 


3,510 


460 


5,150 


ANNUAL  %  RATE  OF  CHANGE 
IN  EMPLOYMENT  1970-74 


Nye  Co. 


-  1.4 


+  5.9 


+  2.4 


+  18.9 


+  12.0 


0.0 


+25.7 


8.9 


1.1 


5.9 


United  States 


+  0.2 


+  1.9 


+  4.2 


+  0.9 


+  1. 


+  3.3 


+  3.1 


+  3.9 


+  3.3 


+  2.6 


*  Less  than  10. 

1/  Source:  Nevada,  State  of,  County  Labor  Force  Summary:  1970  and  1974,  Employment  Security 

Department,  Carson  City,  Nevada. 
2/  Detail  may  not  add  to  total  due  to  rounding  to  the  nearest  10. 


Total  unemployment  for  the  District  among  residents  increased 
from  3%  to  5%,  while  the  total  labor  force  for  the  District  remained 
the  same  over  the  period  1970  to  1974  (Nevada  Employment  Security 
Department) . 

The  region's  economy  is  seasonal,  with  high  employment  during  the 
summer  months  tapering  off  during  the  fall  and  winter  -  agriculture 
showing  the  strongest  seasonality.   This  seasonality  is  also  reflected 
in  the  non-agricultural  sector  due  to  seasonality  of  hunting,  tourism, 
and  related  trade  and  service  sectors. 

Unemployment  is  quite  low  throughout  non-urban  Nevada,  which  can 
be  misleading  when  considered  from  a  minority  viewpoint.  When  non- 
white  races  are  considered,  the  ratio  is  quite  different.   In  Lander 
and  Nye  Counties,  the  unemployment  rate  for  other  races  (primarily 
Indian)  is  much  higher  than  it  is  for  white  groups. 

The  following  table  was  taken  from  the  Nevada  State  Employment 
Security  Department,  Nevada  Affirmative  Action,  State  and  Counties 
Revised,  March  1976,  Manpower  Information  and  Research  Section, 
Carson  City,  1976. 
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Table  10 
EUREKA  COUNTY 
EMPLOYMENT  STATUS  BY  SEX  AND  MINORITY  STATUS 
ANNUAL  AVERAGES 
CY  1975 


Sex  and  Minority 

Labor 

Ui 

lemployment 

Status 

Force 

Employed 

Unemployed* 

Rate 

Both  Sexes : 

1.  Total 

560 

540 

20 

3.6% 

2.  White 

529 

509 

20 

3.7% 

3.  Black 

0 

0 

0 

.0% 

4.  Other  Races 

30 

30 

0 

.0% 

5.  Spanish  American 

0 

0 

0 

.0% 

6.  Minority  Groups* 

30 

30 

0 

.0% 

Female: 

7.  Total 

151 

145 

6 

3.9% 

8.  Percent  of 

Both  Sexes 

26 . 9% 

26 . 8% 

30.0% 

9.  White 

134 

128 

6 

4.4% 

10.  Black 

0 

0 

0 

.0% 

11.  Other  Races 

17 

17 

0 

.0% 

12.  Spanish  American 

0 

0 

0 

.0% 

13.  Minority  Groups* 

17 

17 

0 

.0% 

Notes:   *  Sum  of  Spanish  American  and  all  races  except  White. 
Some  duplication  possible  since  Spanish  American  may 
include  Non-White  races  in  addition  to  White. 

Sum  of  individual  items  may  not  add  to  total  because 
of  rounding. 

Percentages  computed  from  unrounded  figures. 

Source:    Nevada  Employment  Security  Department,  Manpower  Information 
and  Research,  Carson  City,  Nevada,  March  1976. 

Percentage  from  1970  census  figures  applied  to  1975 
labor  force . 

#  Insufficient  data.  State  unemployment  characteristics 
assumed. 
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Table  10  (cont.) 

LANDER  COUNTY 
EMPLOYMENT  STATUS  BY  SEX  AND  MINORITY  STATUS 
ANNUAL  AVERAGES 
CY  1975 


Sex  and  Minority    Labor 
Status         Force 


Unemployment 
Employed  Unemployed      Rate 


Both  Sexes 


1.  Total 

1,540 

1,480 

60 

3.7% 

2.  White 

1,456 

1,431 

25 

1.7% 

3.  Black 

0 

0 

0 

.0% 

4.  Other  Races 

82 

48 

34 

41.4% 

5.  Spanish  American 

147 

132 

15 

10.2% 

6.  Minority  Groups* 

229 

180 

49 

21.4% 

Female: 

7.  Total 

385 

373 

12 

3.1% 

8.  Percent  of 

Both  Sexes 

25.0% 

25.2% 

20.0% 

9.  White 

370 

358 

12 

3.2% 

10.  Black 

0 

0 

0 

.0% 

11.  Other  Races 

14 

14 

0 

.0% 

12.  Spanish  American 

73 

58 

15 

20.5% 

13.  Minority  Groups* 

87 

72 

15 

17.2% 

Notes:   *  Sum  of  Spanish  American  and  all  races  except  White. 
Some  duplication  possible  since  Spanish  American  may 
include  Non-White  races  in  addition  to  White. 


Source : 


Sum  of  individual  items  may  not  add  to  total  because 
of  rounding. 

Percentages  computed  from  unrounded  figures. 

Nevada  Employment  Security  Department,  Manpower  Information 
and  Research,  Carson  City,  Nevada,  March  1976. 

Percentage  from  1970  census  figures  applied  to  1975 
labor  force. 
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Table  10  (cont.) 

NYE  COUNTY 
EMPLOYMENT  STATUS  BY  SEX  AND  MINORITY  STATUS 
ANNUAL  AVERAGES 
CY  1975 


Sex  and  Minority    Labor 
Status         Force 


Employed  Unemployed 


Unemployment 
Rate 


Both  Sexes : 

1.  Total  2,030  1,930 

2.  White  1,979  1,888 

3.  Black  8  8 

4.  Other  Races  41  33 

5.  Spanish  American  105  95 

6.  Minority  Groups*  154  136 

Female : 


100 
91 

0 
8 

10 
IS 


7. 

Total 

531 

496 

35 

8. 

Percent  of 

Both  Sexes 

26.1% 

25.6% 

35 . 0% 

9. 

White 

519 

484 

35 

10. 

Black 

4 

4 

0 

11. 

Other  Races 

8 

8 

0 

12. 

Spanish  American 

16 

16 

0 

13. 

Minority  Groups* 

28 

28 

0 

5.0% 

4.6% 

.0% 

19.5% 
9.5% 

11.6% 


6.5% 


6.7% 
.0% 
.0% 
.0% 
.0% 


Notes:   *  Sum  of  Spanish  American  and  all  races  except  White. 
Some  duplication  possible  since  Spanish  American  may 
include  Non-White  races  in  addition  to  White. 


Source : 


Sum  of  individual  items  may  not  add  to  total  because 
of  rounding. 

Percentages  computed  from  unrounded  figures. 

Nevada  Employment  Security  Department,  Manpower  Information 
and  Research,  Carson  City,  Nevada,  March  1976. 


Percentage  from  1970  census  figures  applied  to  1975 
labor  force. 
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D.   Public  Attitudes 

The  method  used  to  discern  public  attitudes  found  in  this 
section  was  to  review  the  public  participation  sections  of  the  Manage- 
ment Framework  Plan,  the  public  comments  files  on  items  of  public 
interest  (such  as  wild  horses,  mining,  etc.)  and  public  participation 
sections  of  other  land  use  agencies  such  as  the  Forest  Service.  Quotes 
from  these  sources  were  selected  which  seemed  typical  of  attitudes 
expressed.   In  this  manner  a  set  of  publicly-expressed  opinions  were 
formed . 

For  further  analysis,  historical  studies  of  Nevada  were  consulted. 
The  Northern  Nevada  Museum  at  Elko,  Nevada  proved  invaluable  in 
researching  and  providing  background  for  Nevada  in  general.  Unfortunately, 
there  were  no  sociological  studies  available  on  rural  Nevada  and  a 
rigorous  sociological  analysis  is  beyond  the  scope  and  funding  of  the 
present  project. 

This  section  can  best  be  used  as  an  introduction  to  typical  attitudes 
within  the  Battle  Mountain  District.   It  should  be  used  in  conjunction 
with  the  public  participation  section  of  the  Management  Framework  Plan. 
In  this  manner,  particular  issues  and  attitudes  in  relation  to  specific 
areas  and  possible  courses  of  action  can  be  determined. 

The  following  is  a  summary  of  general  public  opinions  expressed  in 
newspapers,  films,  books,  the  public  contact  sections  of  the  Management 
Framework  Plan,  and  private  conversations  with  residents.  (aJ 

The  attitude  towards  land  use  in  general  in  this  area  is  that  land 
should  be  used  to  its  fullest  potential.   The  common  public  attitude 
is  that  central  Nevada  is  a  great  open  space  begging  to  be  occupied 
and  exploited.   Some  residents  recognize  that  some  areas  are  overgrazed, 
and  some  hillsides  have  been  scarred  by  mining  activity.  Most  express 
the  opinion  that  the  area  would  best  be  served  by  full  development  of 
the  area's  resources. 

Most  of  the  residents  would  not  like  the  idea  of  living  in  a  crowded 
urban  environment,  and  they  appreciate  the  scenic  beauty  and  recreational 
opportunities  afforded  them.   On  the  other  hand,  they  also  feel  any 
development  at  all  would  help  their  income  and  life  style  in  general. 
The  average  town  dweller  sees  development  as  the  only  method  of  increasing 
his  income.   He  also  realizes  that  the  State  and  county  tax  base  will 
increase  with  development  and  make  available  more  funds  for  education 
and  health  facilities  in  the  area. 


(a)  Data  Source:   Public  Opinion,  local  area  newspapers,  see  Bibliography; 
BLM  Management  Framework  Plans  for  Eureka,  Shoshone,  and  Tonopah 
Resource  Areas. 


41 


There  are  a  few  residents  opposed  to  growth  because  they  don't  want 
the  beauty  of  the  lands  spoiled  and  they  wish  to  avoid  being  crowded  by 
a  host  of  new  arrivals.   The  main  feeling  is  that  development  should 
take  place  and  on  as  broad  a  scale  as  possible. 

Along  with  this  general  faith  in  development,  there  is  an  accompany- 
ing faith  in  private  enterprise  as  being  best  able  to  handle  the  job  of 
development.  Accordingly,  there  is  an  expressed  opinion  among  some 
residents  that  the  public  lands  should  be  turned  over  to  the  state 
government  and  from  there  into  private  hands.  The  common  feeling  is 
that  Federal  land  ownership  prevents  development  and  unduly  limits 
enlargement  of  the  local  tax  base. 

Many  residents  feel  that  Nevada  should  belong  to  the  Nevadans.  A 
common  expression  is  that  we  should  "boot  the  Feds  off  our  land",  (b) 
After  looking  through  editorials  and  letters  found  in  the  small  town 
newspapers  of  Nevada,  there  seems  to  be  two  prevalent  attitudes:  (c) 

1.   Lands  within  Nevada  should  be  used  and  owned  by  Nevadans. 

2   Federal  government  decisions  are  not  responsive  to  local 
needs,  and  most  government  decisions  are  made  in  Washington  and  not  in 
Nevada . 

Outside  people  as  tourists  are  welcome  and  the  history  of  Nevada 
shows  that  immigrants  from  all  parts  of  Europe  and  the  United  States 
have  traditionally  merged  with  little  conflict.  There  were  problems 
with  the  Chinese  (d)  during  the  19th  and  early  20th  centuries,  but 
there  is  little  conflict  today. 

There  is  some  resentment  and  resistance  to  outside  influences  in 
the  form  of  large  out-of-state  economic  interests,  (e)   There  is  also 
a  general  desire  to  avoid  the  social  ills  and  hurried  life  style  o±  the 
larger  urban  areas.   In  some  ways,  the  residents  are  proud  of  their 
relative  isolation  and  value  their  life  style. 

Each  economic  and  social  sub-group  is  concerned  about  its  own 
area  of  interest,  and  can  be  expected  to  follow  gevernment  decision- 
making very  closely.   The  ranchers  generally  recognize  they  are  in 
competition  for  scarce  resources  and  they  are  limited  by  land  and 
their  neighbors  to  a  no-growth  situation,  (f)  Accordingly,  they  have 

(b)  Title  to  Article  in  Humboldt  Sun,  Winnemucca,  Nevada,  11/27/74. 

(c)  Data  Source:   Local  area  newspapers  (see  bibliography) 

(d)  Data  Source:   Elliot,  Russel  R. ,  History  of  Nevada 

(e)  USDI  BLM,  Proceedings.  Elko  Public  Meeting  concerning  Point  Reyes 
Land  Exchanges  in  Nevada,  1/21/70. 

(£)  Minutes  of  Battle  Mountain  District  Advisory  Board,  1955-/4. 
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used  the  forum  of  the  grazing  district  to  present  their  grievances 
and  settle  their  disputes.   They  tend  to  strongly  resist  changes 
that  will  alter  or  reduce  their  traditional  grazing  allotments. 

The  miners  and  prospectors  are  highly  defensive  about  any  change 
in  land  management  or  Federal  regulations  which  affect  mineral  leasing 
or  discovery.   The  rights  of  the  "small  prospector"  and  the  "small 
miner"  to  "strike  it  rich"  without  being  harassed  by  rules  and 
regulations  said  to  favor  the  larger  operators  are  constantly  used 
by  mining  interests  in  the  defense  of  the  1872  Mining  Law.  (gJ  There 
will  be  increasing  conflict  between  environmental  concerns  and  the 
mining  interests  because  of  the  great  impact  that  mining  operations 
can  have  on  the  environment. 

Hunters  and  campers  generally  favor  wildlife  improvement  plans 
and  campsite  development,  but  oppose  regulations  which  restrict  hunting 
and  off-road  vehicles. 

Some  of  the  attitudes  towards  land  use  and  government  ownership 
expressed  in  Reno  and  Las  Vegas  differ  from  those  in  central  Nevada. 
Among  urban  residents  there  seems  to  be  more  environmental  concern 
and  support  for  public  land  use  planning.   These  views  are  also  expressed 
by  eastern  residents,  west  coast  residents,  and  residents  of  the  larger 
urban  areas.  They  want  environmental  protection  and  increased 
opportunities  for  recreation. 

The  only  identified  areas  of  special  concern  to  residents  in  the 
District  were  the  pinyon  forests  to  the  Indians  and  the  stock  driveways 
to  the  ranchers.   The  Indians  want  the  forests  preserved  because  pinyon 
nuts  are  a  traditional  food  source.  ^      The  ranchers  prefer  to  keep  the 
cattle  driveways  in  public  hands  so  they  can  move  their  cattle  without 
trespass  and  access  problems.  tU 

The  major  expectation  of  the  area  residents  is  that  things  will 
continue  as  they  have  the  past  few  years.  That  is,  each  social  group 
and  class  will  continue  to  hold  the  same  amount  of  the  total  pie.  All 
of  the  residents  look  to  higher  mineral  demand  to  open  up  jobs  in  mining. 
Many  also  look  for  tourism  to  increase  and  population  to  expand.   (How- 
ever, residents  of  Battle  Mountain  expect  the  new  highway  bypass  to 


take  a  lot  of  tourist  dollars  away  from  local  business, 


or 


(g)  Article,  Las  Vegas  Sun,  8/12/74. 
(h)  Data  Source:  Soho  Cinema,  Ltd.  Broken  Treaty  at  Battle  Mountain  Film, 
(i)  Data  Source:  BLM  Management  Framework  Plan  Tonopah  Resource  Area, 
(j)  Data  Source:  Nevada  State  Highway  Dept.,  Battle  Mountain  Economic 
Study,  Reno,  Nevada,  1975. 
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The  following  are  a  few  quotes  from  articles,  letters,  and 
editorials  in  local  papers  which  express  some  local  attitudes: 

Nevada  State  Journal,  Reno,  Nevada,  July  29,  1974. 

"We  earlier  expressed  our  convictions  about  the  bill,  which  was 
sponsored  by  Morris  Udall  (Land  Use  Planning  Act  of  1973)  and 
contained  an  attack  against  the  right  of  property  ownership  and 
an  attempt  to  abolish  considerable  chunks  of  American  Liberty 
in  the  name  of  land  use  planning  as  well  as  an  effort  to  establish 
the  supremacy  of  the  Washington-based  centralized  government  over 

individual  state  and  local  governments" (in  reference  to)  The 

two-thirds  of  the  nation's  land  in  private  ownership;  as  well 
as  the  one-third  which  has  been  prevented  from  passing  into 
private  hands. " 

Las  Vegas  Sun,  Las  Vegas,  Nevada,  August  24,  1973. 

Headline:   "T owe  11,  Leave  Nevadans  Alone".   "Nevadans  don't 
like  Big  Government  in  Washington  telling  them  what  to  do". 

Elko  Daily  Free  Press,  Elko,  Nevada,  January  15,  1975. 

"Conservationists  are  optimistic  about  a  recent  court  judgment 
(NRDC  suit) . . . . (it)  may  be  the  salvation  of  the  Nation's  badly 
damaged  public  grazing  lands." 

Article,  January  4,  1975  - 

"Ranchers  worried  over  court  proceeding".   "It  could  have  terrible 

adverse  effects  on  the  whole  livestock  industry." 

Record,  Pioche,  Nevada,  January  15,  1975. 

"The  major  supply  of  red  meat  on  the  table  comes  from  cattle  and 
sheep  grazed  on  Public  Lands." 

"The  great  damage  of  overgrazing  is  due  to  wild  horses." 

Many  view  ecological  concern  as  a  hindrance  to  progress. 

Elko  Free  Press 

"New  Impact  Statement  needed  on  Ecology  Nuts".   "We  would  encourage 
residents  of  the  American  West  who  want  to  protect  their  very  existence 
to  demand  the  immediate  preparation  of  an  Environmental  Impact  State- 
ment on  Ecology  Nuts  and  Federal  Bureaucrats.   We  predict  these 
villians  cannot  survive  the  scrutiny  of  such  an  examination". 

The  prospectors  are  also  quite  vocal  towards  any  restrictions. 
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Tonopah  Times,  Tonopah,  Nevada,  1/11/75  -  Editorial 

"There  are  now  two  bills  pending  before  the  United  States  Congress 
which  threaten  to  destroy  an  entire  way  of  life  -  Your  fight  to 
free  access,  and  use  of  the  Public  Domain". 

Las  Vegas  Review  Journal,  Las  Vegas,  Nevada,  3/25/75  -  Article 

"Many  Nevada  prospectors  fear  a  mineral  leasing  system  will  prove 
too  restrictive  for  small  miners". 

Eureka  Miner,  Eureka,  Nevada,  7/28/72  -  Editorial 

"If  the  government  continues  to  want  to  control  things  for  us, 
they  may  as  well  get  a  permit  from  the  BLM  to  go  into  the  sheep 
herding  business,  because  that's  all  they  are  going  to  have  left 
to  represent." 

Las  Vegas  Sun,  Las  Vegas,  Nevada,  8/12/74  -  Article 

"Nevada  prospectors  and  miners  stand  firmly  opposed  to  more 
stringent  Forest  Service  control  of  the  public  lands,  declaring 
that  under  the  proposed  regulations,  a  permit  system  could  be 
instituted  to  rigidly  control  and  even  eliminate  access  and  that... 
would  preclude  exploration  and  development  of  badly  needed 
mineral  resources." 

"In  the  days  of  the  early  Nevada  mining  booms,  anyone  with  a  pick 
and  shovel  and  burro  could  go  almost  anywhere  he  wanted  to  and  mine 
for  almost  anything  in  whatever  way  he  desired,  because  it  was  not 
the  land  that  mattered  but  the  minerals  to  be  discovered." 

"A  war  has  been  waged  against  proposals  to  radically  change  the 
1872  Mining  Law  which  guarantees  free  access  to  public  lands  by 
miners  and  prospectors."   (end  of  article) 

On  a  national  level,  there  are  several  environmental  groups  who^ 
are  quite  concerned  about  Nevada  and  who  base  their  support  on  a  slightly 
emotional  appeal. 

Natural  Resources  Defense  Council,  Inc.,  New  York,  N.Y.  Letter 
November  1,  1975  - 

"Overgrazing  has  been  cruelly  starving  wildlife,  which  must  compete 
for  foliage  with  domestic  livestock." 

NRDC  Letter,  July  1975 

"To  most  of  us,  the  American  West  is  still  our  Last  Frontier. 
We  think  of  it  as  a  land  of  clear  skies,  lofty  mountains,  wild 
rivers  and  quiet  lakes  set  like  jewels  among  great  forests. 
We  see  it  as  Nature's  last  preserve  in  America,  a  still  unspoiled 
natural  wonderland  vast  enough  for  all  of  us  to  enjoy." 
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Within  Nevada,  there  are  persons  who  have  great  concern  for  effective 
land  management . 

Nevada  State  Journal,  Reno,  Nevada,  5/5/72 

In  his  remarks  before  the  A.I.M.I.,  (Paul  A.)  Gemmill  (Executive 
Secretary  of  the  Nevada  Mining  Association) . .  cited  many  genuine 
issues,  including  the  need  for  more  land  use  planning,  meaningful 
enforcement  of  federal  law. . .  and  most  important,  the  fact  that 
irresponsible  conduct  and  needless  marring  of  the  landscape 
hinders  legitimate  prospecting. 

Nevada  State  Journal,  Reno,  Nevada,  5/8/72,  by  John  Houghton 

"As  public  use  increases..,  conflicts  have  become  commonplace, 
and  our  land  management  agencies  have  no  choice  but  to  regulate, 
to  a  limited  degree,  for  the  most  public  benefit.   This  is  why 
the  Environmental  Movement  exists." 
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E.  Socio-Cultural  Value 

The  values  of  the  residents  of  Nevada  are  both  diverse  and 
homogeneous.   The  different  sub-groups  of  central  Nevada  each  have 
distinguishing  characteristics.  However,  they  also  share  many  values; 
as  can  be  gathered  from  the  previous  Public  Attitudes  section. 

The  original  natives  of  the  area  were  western  Shoshone  Indians. 
Today  they  constitute  only  a  small  percentage  of  the  total  population 
in  the  area,  and  are  located  within  a  small  colony  in  Battle  Mountain 
and  a  reservation  in  Nye  County.   Even  so,  they  are  often  divided  on 
issues  and  it  is  difficult  to  distinguish  typical  attitudes  or  values. 
The  film,  "Broken  Treaty  at  Battle  Mountain"  (a)  shows  the  diversity 
of  opinion  and  values  between  the  Shoshone  Indians.  The  Indians  living 
in  the  colony  in  Battle  Mountain  are  mainly  employed  in  mining,  and  are 
necessarily  more  town-oriented  than  the  isolated  group  of  Yomba  Shoshone 
living  southwest  of  Austin  who  engage  mainly  in  ranching. 

Indian  values  are  hard  to  discern  because  the  older  Indians  have 
not  been  vocal  in  their  demands.  The  younger  Indians  have  been  vocal, 
but  their  methods  and  goals  are  often  divergent. 

The  Yomba  Shoshone,  who  are  engaged  in  ranching,  are  rather  conservative 
and  slow  to  change  their  methods  of  ranching.  They  resist  change  and 
resent  any  decisions  which  will  force  change  on  them,  (b) 

The  non- Indian  ranchers  of  the  area  can  also  be  considered  natives 
of  the  region  for  several  generations,  and  they  also  are  conservative 
and  resistant  to  change.  However,  they  see  themselves  in  a  low-  or  no- 
growth  situation  in  relation  to  the  land  and  in  competition  with  their 
neighbors  for  scarce  resources.  Through  the  years  (c)  ,  they  have  worked 
out  patterns  of  operations  which  maximize  the  use  of  resources.  Accord- 
ingly, they  resist  any  change  because  it  may  reduce  their  income. 

The  ranchers  are  generally  very  individualistic  and  self-reliant. 
The  ownership  pattern  is  generally  stable  Cd) ,  with  some  large  corpora- 
tion ranches  beginning  to  move  into  the  Shoshone-Eureka  Resource  Areas 
of  the  District.   Ranchers'  attitudes  can  be  expressed  by  the  following 
quote:   "After  three  generations  of  livestock  growing  on  this  range, 
we  are  quite  aware  of  the  cattle  and  range  needs,  and  we  are  capable 
of  making  good  decisions  concerning  the  latter."  (e) 


(a)  SOHO  Productions,  New  York,  N.Y. ,  1975,  op.  cit. 

(b)  Data  Source:   Forbes,  Jack,  Nevada  Indians  Speak 

(c)  Data  Source:  Minutes  of  Battle  Mountain  Grazing  District,  op 

(d)  Data  Source:   Ibid. 

(e)  MFP,  Tonopah  Resource  Area,  op.  cit.,  Public  Contact,  page  4. 


cit, 
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In  defense  of  their  traditional  methods  and  allotments,  the  ranchers 
and  Indians  can  be  generally  classed  together  in  their  opposition  to 
changes  in  grazing  allocations. 

The  ranchers  value  their  independent  lifestyle  and  their  attitude 
of  self-reliance.  After  generations  of  isolated  ranch  life,  they  feel 
that  their  individual  efforts  have  been  the  primary  reason  for  their 
present  prosperity.  As  a  result,  they  tend  to  look  on  any  Federal 
efforts  to  control  and  regulate  grazing  on  public  land  as  "outside 
interference"  -  interference  not  based  on  close  association  and  under- 
standing of  the  land  or  the  needs  of  those  who  must  use  those  lands. 
Their  concern  over  what  they  consider  "outside  interference"  is 
usually  expressed  through  Congressional  channels. 

In  summary,  the  natives  of  central  Nevada  tend  to  be  conservative 
in  their  views  toward  use  of  public  lands  for  grazing,  they  have  a 
generally  isolated  lifestyle  which  extolls  the  virtues  of  self- 
reliance,  and  they  tend  to  view  federal  regulation  in  relation  to 
public  land  use  as  outside  interference  which  threatens  their  efforts 
to  establish  and  maintain  a  profitable  basis  on  which  to  live. 

Religious  background  and/or  beliefs  appear  to  be  a  minor  factor 
in  understanding  the  differences  in  view  among  central  Nevada  natives 
toward  public  land  use  and  management.  However,  religion  or  religious 
background  in  general  contributes  to  the  overall  outlook  of  the  people 
toward  their  particular  lifestyle  (ranching)  and,  consequently,  toward 
the  use  of  public  lands. 

The  Protestant  work  ethic  is  strongly  evident  among  the  central 
Nevada  natives,  as  it  is  in  much  of  the  West.  The  religious  background 
instilled  in  many  residents  equates  a  good  Christian  with  the  good  worker, 
one  who  follows  the  concept  of  man's  stewardship  to  God  -  a  man  has  the 
responsibility  in  God's  eye  to  manage  the  earth  and  its  resources; 
he  must  be  fruitful  and  multiply.   (f) 

There  are  a  considerable  number  of  Mormons  in  the  area  and  their 
church  feels  quite  strongly  about  industry,  thrift  and  the  maximum 
use  of  God's  resources  without  worshipping  wealth  for  its  own  sake, 
(because  of  this,  early  Mormons  were  prohibited  from  mining  by 
Brigham  Young  (g)),  although  in  the  Battle  Mountain  District  it  is 
difficult  to  distinguish  typical  Mormon  economic  behavior  from  that 
of  other  religious  groups. 

Indian  religious  values  differ  slightly  from  other  religions  in  that 
"traditional"  Shoshones  claim  that  their  values  are  based  primarily  on 
the  concept  of  achieving  harmonious  existence  with  their  land  and  that 
their  food  sources  in  the  pinyon  tree  areas  were  sacred,  (h) 

(f)  Conversations  with  Religious  Leaders  in  Battle  Mountain 

(g)  Elliot,  Russel  R. ,  op.  cit.. 
(h)  SOHO  Films,  op.  cit. 
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Recent  immigrants  into  the  region  have  mainly  come  as  miners  or 
government  employees  (see  preceding  Employment  and  Income  Data)  due  to 
the  expanding  nature  of  these  sectors.   These  immigrants  have  brought 
new  and  different  attitudes  and  values.  Those  coming  from  larger 
communities  and  more  developed  areas  tend  to  want  more  opportunities 
for  entertainment,  social  services,  and  accessibility  to  shopping 
centers.  However,  like  most  of  the  immigrants  before  them,  the  newer 
immigrants  are  readily  accepted  by  the  Nevadan's  belief  in  freedom  of 
choice  and  action.   This  attitude  brings  about  a  swift  acculturation 
of  immigrants  because  there  are  no  defensive  measures  taken  to  preserve 
the  old  culture  of  the  immigrants  in  the  face  of  the  local  culture. 

The  only  racially  identifiable  group  within  the  district  is  the 
Indian  settlement  at  Battle  Mountain  Colony  and  the  Yomba  Reservation. 
There  is  some  animosity  between  Indian  and  non-Indian  groups,  (i) 
There  are  a  higher  percentage  of  families  below  the  poverty  level 
among  Indians  than  among  non- Indians,  (j) 

The  Indians  blame  the  white  man  for  much  of  their  problems.   The 
whites  claim  that  the  Indians  have  been  in  such  a  protected  status 
with  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  for  so  long  that  they  are  incapable 
of  operating  on  an  economic  basis  without  support.  However,  there  is 
little  outright  hostility  between  groups;  in  general,  they  tend  to 
tolerate  each  other,  despite  possible  economic  differences  (see 
Table  9,  Employment  by  Race  and  Sex). 

As  can  be  seen,  there  is  a  great  deal  of  diversity  within  the 
region  but  tolerance  and  relative  isolation  have  kept  direct  conflict 
to  a  minimum.   Each  sub-group  values  its  own  life  style  and  the  values 
of  the  larger  group  tend  to  tolerate  and  assimilate  these  sub-groups 
into  a  larger  homogeneous  whole. 


(i)  Data  Source:  1.  Ostrander,  Gilman,  Nevada-The  Great  Rotten  Borough 
1859-1964. 


2. 
1. 


Shepperson,  Eilber  S.,  op.  cit. 


(j)  Data  Source:  1.  Office  of  Economic  Opportunity  Information  Center, 
Community  Profile,  Lander  County  1970  and  Nye  County  1970. 
2.  Forbes,  Jack,  op.  cit. 
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F.   Housing   (a) 

Demand,  from  an  economic  standpoint,  is  effective  demand. 
That  is,  "what  people  can  afford",  rather  than  "what  they  want". 
Therefore,  the  effective  demand  for  permanent  housing  is  rather  low 
compared  with  the  number  of  families  who  need  housing  in  the  area. 


TABLE  11 

SELECTED  HOUSING  CHARACTERISTICS 
BY  COUNTY  IN  NEVADA,  1970   (b) 


County 
Eureka 
Lander 

Nye 


Total  Housing  Units  %   Lacking  Plumbing  %   Over-Crowded* 
379                18-2  11.5 

907  4.9  12.9 

2,095  14.6  11.1 


*  Occupied  units  with  more  than  1.01  persons  per  room. 


HOUSING  NEEDS  VS  HOUSING  SUPPLY  BY  COUNTY 
STATE  OF  NEVADA,  1970 

Existing  Households    Units  Over-Crowded  #  of  Units  Short  (-) 

303  40  -44 

839  109  "112 

1,842  201  "313 


County 
Eureka 
Lander 

Nye 

The  rural  areas  of  the  state  accounted  for  more  than  a  third  of  the 
increase  in  mobile  homes  in  Nevada.  Between  1960  and  1970  mobile  homes 
in  rural  areas  went  from  11.5  to  23.1  per  cent  of  total  housing.   [bj 

The  reasons  for  this  generally  boil  down  to  cost.   A  one-family _ 
dwelling  is  very  expensive  to  build  or  buy  within  the.  area.   There  is 
no  readily  available  skilled  housing  construction  industry  and  materials 

(a)  Data  Source:  1.  Bureau  of  Census,  General  Housing  Characteristics, 

Nevada. 

2.  Lemaire,  Louis,  Building  Inspector  for  Lander  County, 

Interview,  Sept.  9,  1975. 

3.  FHA  Housing  Interview  Office,  Winnemucca,  Nevada, 
Phone  Conversation,  Sept.  8,  1975. 

(h]  Data  Source:  Nevada  State  Planning  Board,  Nevada  Planner. 
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are  expensive  to  import.  Financing  for  housing  is  very  tight  due  to 
high  interest  rates  and  the  problems  in  qualifying  for  government  loans 
in  rural  Nevada.   (c) 

This  problem  is  nation-wide;  however,  it  is  exacerbated  locally  by 
the  lack  of  residential  building  contracting  businesses  and  home 
financing  organizations  in  the  area. 

In  contrast,  financing  for  mobile  homes  is  adequate.   In  addition, 
most  of  the  new  families  feel  themselves  to  be  transients,  dependent 
on  mining  activity  which  may  discontinue,  and  they  wish  to  maintain 
their  flexibility.  As  a  result,  most  of  the  new  housing  demand  is  met 
by  mobile  homes.   (d) 

Most  of  the  housing  in  communities  within  the  area  is  considered 
substandard.   The  only  building  codes  are  found  in  Lander  County  and 
Gabbs  Townships.   Inadequate  housing,  among  other  things,  has  deterred 
some  industries  from  locating  in  parts  of  Nevada.   (e) 

"There  is  a  definite  lack  of  housing  and  housing  related  information 
available  in  Nevada."  Quote  from  The  Housing  Situation  in  Nevada:  Phase 
Two,  by  the  Nevada  State  Planning  Board,  June  1972. 


(c)  Data  Source : 

(d)  Data  Source : 

(e)  Data  Source: 


Lemaire,  Louis,  op.  cit. 

Ibid. 

Nevada  State  Planning  Board,  The  Housing  Situation 

in  Nevada,  Phase  Two,  June  1973. 
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G.   Public  Finance  and  Tax  Base 

The  assessed  values  on  mining  are  40%,  20%,  and  7%  of  total 
assessed  values  for  Eureka,  Lander,  and  Nye  Counties,  respectively. 
Thus,  local  public  services  are  finances  heavily  from  the  high  mineral 
activity  of  the  area,   (a) 

Lander  County  has  one  of  the  highest  ad  valorem  rates  in  Nevada, 
while  Eureka  and  Nye  have  somewhat  lesser  rates.  Gabbs ,  which  lies 
just  outside  the  Battle  Mountain  District  boundaries,  is  the  only 
incorporated  town  in  the  three  counties  (see  Table  12) . 

Each  county  is  heavily  dependent  on  transfer  payments.  Most 
comes  from  the  State  in  the  form  of  school  funds.  These  funds 
derive  from  the  State  general  fund,  which  in  turn  is  largely  supported 
by  gambling  taxes.   Thus,  the  direct  return  of  gaming  revenues  and 
State  school  funds  show  how  important  gambling  is  to  each  county. 

Federal  transfer  funds  are  largely  either  through  revenue  sharing 
or  Forest  Service  funds.  The  revenue  from  BLM  [Taylor  Grazing  funds) 
is  small  in  comparison  to  the  Federal  revenue  sharing  funds  (see  Table  13) 

For  further  analysis  see  section  I,  Infrastructure  System  Analysis, 
Capability  of  Public  Finance. 


(a)  Nevada,  State  of,  Comparative  Statements  of  the  Segregations  of  the 
Tax  Rolls  by  Counties  and  Classes,  1972-73  and  1973-74,  Nevada  Tax 
Commission,  Carson  City,  Nevada. 
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Table  12 

EUREKA  COUNTY 
LOCAL  GOVERNMENT  TAXING  UNITS  ASSESSED  VALUATION 

1970-75  1/ 


LOCAL  GOVERNMENT 
TAXING  UNIT 

ASSESSED  VALUATION  (DOLLARS) 
FISCAL  YEARS 

LOCAL 
GOVERNMENT 
UNIT  RATE 

1970-71 

1971-72 

1972-73 

1973-74 

1974-75 

1974-75 

EUREKA  COUNTY 

16,593,374 

16,232,371 

16,545,629 

18,142,333 

21,460,042 

1.35 

CRESCENT  VALLEY 
TOM 

235,555 

242,090 

344,988 

338,906 

431.065 

0.50 

EUREKA  TOWN 

510,476 

523,768 

528,300 

558,749 

551,792 

0.50 

DIAMOND  VALLEY 
WEED  CONTROL 

1,152,256 

1,182,630 

1,213,059 

1,237,686 

1,720,260 

0.10 

EUREKA  COUNTY 
SCHOOLS 

16,593,374 

16,232,371 

16,545,629 

18,142,333 

21,460,042 

1.88 

Source: 

1/  Nevada  Tax  Commission,  Local  Government  Red  Book;  Ad  Valorem  Tax  Rates,  Budget  Summaries 
for  Nevada  Local  Governments ,  Nevada  Tax  Commission,  Carson  City,  1970-74. 


Table  12  (cont.) 
LANDER  COUNTY 
LOCAL  GOVERNMENT  TAXING  UNITS  ASSESSED  VALUATION 

1970-75  1/ 


in 


LOCAL  GOVERNMENT 
TAXING  UNIT 

ASSESSED  VALUATION  (DOLLARS) 
FISCAL  YEARS 

LOCAL 
GOVERNMENT 
UNIT  RATE 

1970-71 

1971-72 

1972-73 

1973-74 

1974-75 

1974-75 

LANDER  COUNTY 

20,274,057 

20,018,369 

21,054,114 

21,997,931 

23,500,000 

1.87 

AUSTIN  TOWN 

304,255 

310,040 

333,942 

378,338 

416,393 

0.90 

BATTLE  MOUNTAIN 
TOM 

2,145,374 

2,157,621 

2,227,267 

2,435,530 

2,626,607 

1.18 

LANDER  CO.  SEWER  § 
WATER  DIST.  #1 

2,145,374 

2,157,621 

2,227,267 

- 

- 

- 

LANDER  CO.  SEWER  $ 
WATER  DIST.  #2 

304,255 

310,040 

333,942 

378,338 

416,393 

0.28 

LANDER  COUNTY 
SCHOOLS 

20,274,057 

21,018,369 

21,054,114 

21,997,931 

23,500,000 

1.70 

Source: 

1/  Nevada  Tax  Commission,  Local  Government  Red  Book;  Ad  Valorem  Tax  Rates,  Budget  Summaries 
for  Nevada  Local  Governments,  Nevada  Tax  Commission,  Carson  City,  1970-74. 


Table  12  (cont.) 

NYE  COUNTY 

LOCAL  GOVERNMENT  TAXING  UNITS  ASSESSED  VALUATION 

197Q-75  1/ 


A 


en 


LOCAL  GOVERNMENT 
TAXING  UNIT 

ASSESSED  VALUATION  CPOLLARS) 
FISCAL  YEARS 

LOCAL 
GOVERNMENT 
UNIT  RATE 

1970-71 

1971-72 

1972-73 

1973-74 

1974-75 

1974-75 

NYE  COUNTY 

24,771,688 

27,914,788 

31,824,523 

45,031,787 

48,600,000 

1.65 

GABBS 

3,104,641 

3,318,566 

3,395,582 

3,375,744 

3,471,623 

1.30 

BEATTY  TOWN 

1,194,076 

1,253,827 

1,260,015 

1,421,121 

1,448,758 

1.34 

PAHRUMP  TOWN 

2,728,576 

5,226,480 

8,810,000 

10,451,624 

12,302,553 

0.57 

MANHATTAN  TOWN 

314,233 

277,108 

295,712 

336,435 

338,627 

0.60 

ROUND  MOUNTAIN 
TOWN 

248,220 

220,237 

222,108 

313,012 

284,877 

0.40 

TONOPAH  TOWN 

4,062,581 

4,450,562 

4,715,016 

4,915,121 

5,150,732 

1.05 

PAHRUMP  SWIMMING 
POOL  DIST, 

2,728,576 

5,226,480 

8,810,000 

10,451,624 

12,302,553 

0.03 

BEATTY  WATER  § 
SANITATION 

1,194,076 

1,253,827 

1,260,015 

1,421,121 

1,448,758 

-0- 

NYE  COUNTY  SCHOOLS 

24,771,688 

27,914,788 

31,824,523 

45,031,787 

48,600,000 

1.60 

Source: 

1/  Nevada  Tax  Commission,  Local  Government  Red  Book;  Ad  Valorem  Tax  Rates.  Budget  Summaries 
for  Nevada  Local  Governments.  Nevada  Tax  Commission,  Carson  City,  1970-74. 


Table  13 


From  State  of  Nevada 


REVENUES  FROM  OTHER  GOVERNMENTS  (a) 

Counties 
Lander         Eureka 


Nye 


Gaming  Table  Tax 
Distributive  School 
Gasoline  Tax 
Cigarette  Tax 
Liquor  Tax 


$  85,152.43 

301,120.00 

92,931.99 

61,221.61 

10,207.00 


$86,327.77 

56,640.00 

47,601.42 

19,737.98 

3,577.99 


$  85,152.47 

951,239.18 

334,001.88 

92,745.47 

17,824.99 


From  Federal  Government 
National  Forest 
Taylor  Grazing  Revenues 
Federal  Revenue  Sharing 


6,073.62 
10,870.20 
68,495.00 


5,912.39 

8,894.94 

25,272.00 


67,217.68 

22,551.41 

129,186.00 


As  can  be  seen,  the  counties  are  heavily  dependent  on  State  funds  for  the 
school  districts.  The  counties  use  State  funds  for  about  half  their  budget 
and  Federal  funds  for  another  fourth.  The  Taylor  Grazing  Act  generates 
comparatively  little  of  the  counties  revenues. 


(a)  Data  source: 


1.  Lander  County  Auditor,  Annual  Report  of  the  County  Auditor, 
(Update)  1975. 

2.  Eureka  County  Auditor,  Annual  Report  of  the  County  Auditor, 
(Update)  1975. 

3.  Nye  County  Auditor,  Annual  Report  of  the  County  Auditor, 
(Update)  1975. 
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H.  Land  Ownership  and  Use 

The  private  land  in  the  district  is  mainly  along  rivers  and  near 
water  sources. 

The  BLM  administers  most  of  the  semi-arid  land  in  central  Nevada 
(see  Table  14) .   Grazing  permits  are  issued  and  minerals  are  leased 
from  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management.  There  is  increasing  pressure  for 
recreational  use  on  the  public  lands.  There  has  been  little  pressure 
for  urban  development  on  the  public  lands.   Increasing  concern  for 
wildlife  also  puts  demands  on  resource  use. 

Problems  in  land  use  will  be  discussed  further  in  the  Planning 
Area  Analysis  (1607).  The  land  area  is  primarily  comprised  of  con- 
solidated public  lands  (national  resource  lands  and  National  Forest) 
with  the  northern  portions  of  Eureka  and  Lander  counties  including 
the  alternate-section  "checkerboard"  pattern  of  national  resource 
lands  and  private  lands  which  resulted  from  lands  granted  to  the 
railroads  during  the  19th  century. 
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TABLE    14 


LAND  OWNERSHIP   PATTERNS   1/ 


in 
oo 


THOUSANDS  OF  ACRES 

EUREKA 
COUNTY 

PER 
CENT 

LANDER 
COUNTY 

PER 
CENT 

NYE 
COUNTY 

PER 

CENT 

TOTAL 

PER 
CENT 

Total 

2,676 

100 

3,579 

100 

11,561 

100 

17,834 

100 

Public 
NRL 

2,027  2/ 

76 

3,020  2/ 

84 

6,851  2/ 

59 

11,893 

67 

Other 
Federal 

128 

5 

88 

2 

4,493  4/ 

39 

4,709 

26 

Indian 

0 

- 

y 

- 

9 

- 

10 

- 

State 
and  Local 

1 

- 

1 

- 

16 

- 

18 

- 

Private 

521 

19 

487 

14 

186 

2 

1,194 

7 

— .  _  -  . 

1/  Data  Source:   BLM,  Nevada  Land  Statistics,  Reno,  Nevada,  1974. 

2/  Data  Source:   Ibid. 

3/  Less  than  1,000 

4/  Data  Source:   BLM,  Data  Book,  1974,  Reno,  Nevada,  1974. 
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Illustration  9 
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Illustration  10 
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IV.   Infrastructure  Systems  Analysis 

A.   Transportation  and  Communication 

The  district  transportation  plan  on  file  in  the  BLM  District 
Office  has  several  excellent  maps  which  show  in  detail  the 
roads  and  air  strips  in  the  region. 

All  the  communities  in  the  district  except  one  are  serviced 
by  good  all-weather  roads.  M  The  heaviest  used  roads  in  the 
area  run  east-west.   Interstate  80  (formerly  Highway  40]  runs 
through  Battle  Mountain.   Highway  50  runs  through  Austin  and 
Eureka;  Highway  6  and  Interstate  95  meet  in  Tonopah  and  continue 
northwest.   There  are  also  several  high-quality  north-south 
roads. 

There  is  only  one  railroad  in  the  area,  running  through 
Battle  Mountain.   It  provides  some  freight  service,  but  no 
passenger  service  to  the  district.   Bus  lines  connect  towns 
east-west  but  do  not  inter-connect  communities  within  the 
district,  which  is  north-south  in  origination. 

There  are  commercial  airports  in  Battle  Mountain  and  Tonopah, 
but  all  commercial  air  travel  is  east-west  and  not  north-south 
or  intra-district . 

No  local  intra-area  community  public  transportation  services 
are  available.  Transportation  is  mainly  by  good  roads  or 
private  planes  to  the  many  small  airstrips  in  the  area. 

The  communication  lines  are  mainly  east-west  with  microwave 
stations  connecting  the  main  phone  lines  and  relay  stations 
to  the  communities.   The  northern  part  of  the  district  is 
serviced  by  Nevada  Bell,  Tonopah  has  its  own  telephone- 
telegraph  company.   Rural  telephone  service  is  generally 
absent  throughout  the  District. 

I 
Electrical  power  transmission  is  mainly  east-west,  with  some 
feeder  lines.   Electric  power  is  unavailable  to  some  potential 
users  in  the  area. 

Television  and  radio  reception  is  difficult  throughout  the 
area  because  of  the  mountain  terrain  and  the  distance  from 
broadcasting  stations,  (Reno,  Las  Vegas  and  Salt  Lake  City). 

(a)   Data  Source: 

1.  Nevada  State  Department  of  Highways,  Planning  Survey  Division, 
Annual  Traffic  Report,  Nevada  Highways  1975. 

2.  U.S.D.I.,  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  District  Transportation 
Plan,  Battle  Mountain  District  1975. 
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Television  cable  service  is  available  in  Tonopah.  Battle 
Mountain,  Austin  and  Eureka  each  receive  weak  television 
signals.   Radio  reception  at  night  is  very  good  throughout 
the  area.   There  are  no  radio  stations  within  the  district.  (aJ 


Local  newspapers  are  published  in  Tonopah,  Eureka  and  Austin. 
The  Elko  paper  runs  a  page  featuring  items  on  Battle  Mountain 
once  or  twice  a  week.   Radio/T.V.  coverage  in  the  area  is 
generated  in  Reno,  Las  Vegas,  or  Salt  Lake  City,  is  limited 
to  news  items  and  is  also  braodcast  on  stations  outside  the 
three -county  area. 

Thus,  it  can  be  seen  that  there  are  few  inter- connect ions 
between  communities  in  the  social-economic  profile  area.  Most 
of  the  lines  of  travel  run  east-west,  with  transportation  and 
communications  oriented  to  larger  communities  outside  the 
district  on  all  sides.   (See  the  attached  area  maps  of  each 
county  taken  from  the  Nevada  Rural  Communities  Water  and  Waste 
Water  plan,  1972)  . 


B.   Fire  Control  (Public  Land  Related) 


(b) 


The  main  fire  control  organizations  in  the  area  are  the  BLM 
fire  control  crews  and  the  U.S.  Forest  Service  fire  control 
groups.   In  addition,  the  towns  in  the  area  have  volunteer 
fire  crews  that  will  aid  in  protecting  communities. 

Each  BLM  district  office  has  its  own  area  of  responsibility. 
Initial  attack  zones  are  traded  between  adjacent  districts 
and  the  Forest  Service.  The  Battle  Mountain  fire  crew  is 
responsible  for  all  fires  on  national  resource  land  within 
the  district.   Formal  arrangements  have  been  worked  out  with 
the  Forest  Service  as  to  areas  of  responsibility.   Informal 
agreements  as  to  assistance  and  initial  attack  zones  have 
been  worked  out  with  adjacent  districts  of  the  BLM  (see 
attached  map) . 

During  1975,  there  were  619  fires  that  burned  170,500  acres 
In  1974,  there  were  561  fires  which  burned  152,000  acres, 
17  structures  and  35  cattle.   Fire  control  in  1974  was 
considered  good  because  1974  was  drier  than  1973  and  74 
percent  of  the  fires  were  held  to  less  than  10  acres. 


(a)  Data  Source: 

Central  Nevada  Development  Association,  Central  Nevada  Program  of 
Action,  November  1968. 

(b)  1.   Carrol,  Robert,  Fire  Crew  Chief,  Battle  Mountain  District, 
Interview  21  August  1975. 

2.   Fire  Control  Article,  Reese  River  Revielle,  Austin,  Nevada, 
11  December  1974. 
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Illustration   11 


battle  mountain 
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There  has  been  a  trend  in  the  last  10  years  towards  greater 
property  damage  and  a  larger  number  of  fires.  This  is 
attributed  to  the  development  of  housing  adjacent  to  range 
lands  and  the  increased  use  of  national  resource  lands  by 
more  people. (aJ 

Most  of  the  BLM  fire  equipment  is  1964-65  vintage  and  is 
positioned  throughtout  the  district.   For  further  information, 
see  the  attached  Fire  Organization  chart. 

Fire  control  organizations,  areas  of  responsibility,  and 

degree  of  coordination  with  BLM  fire  control  are  outlined 

below: 

(Code  in  parentheses  refer  to  areas  outlined  in  Illustration 

12) 

Battle  Mountain  District  Fire  Crew  -  entire  area 
(See  map,  N-6) . 

Winnemucca  District  Fire  Crew  -  northwest  sector 

High  amount  of  informal  coordination.   (See  map,  N-2). 

Elko  District  Fire  Crew  -  northeast  sector  -  High 
amount  of  informal  coordination  (N-l). 

Ely  District  Fire  Crew  -  East  and  Southeast  (See  map) . 
High  amount  of  informal  coordination.   (N-4) 

U.S.  Forest  Service,  Toiyabe  and  Humboldt  National 
Forest  and  surrounding  area  -  High  amount  of  formal 
coordination.   (NF) 

Battle  Mountain  Volunteer  Fire  Association  -  Town  of 
Battle  Mountain  has  informal  agreement  with  BLM  to  use 
tankers  in  fighting  fires  near  Battle  Mountain. 

Austin  Volunteer  Fire  Association  -  Town  of  Austin  - 
little  coordination. 

Tonopah  Volunteer  Fire  Association  -  Town  of  Tonopah  - 
little  coordination. 

Eureka  Volunteer  Fire  Association  -  Town  of  Eureka  - 
little  coordination. 

Round  Mountain  Volunteer  Fire  Association  -  Town  of  Round 
Mountain.   No  coordination. 

Manhattan  Volunteer  Fire  Association  -  Town  of  Manhattan. 
No  coordination. 

(a)   Reese  River  Reveille,  11  December  1974. 
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TABLE  15 


BATTLE  MOUNTAIN  FIRE  ORGANIZATION  1975 


DISTRICT  MANAGER 


CHIEF,  DIV.  OF  OPERATIONS 


EUREKA  AREA  MANAGER 
r        ~ 


FIRE  CONTROL  OFFICER 


EUREKA  FCS 

1  -  Crew  Boss 
3  -  Fire  Aid 
GPU-300 
Slip-on-100 


BATTLE  MOUNTAIN  CREW  #1 


1  -  Crew  Boss 

2  -  Fire  Aid 
GPU-400  Fire  Truck 


BATTLE  MOUNTAIN  CREW  #2 

1  -  Crew  Boss 

2  -  Fire  Aid 
GPU-400  Fire  Truck 


BATTLE  MOUNTAIN 
DISPATCH  §  SUPPORT 
1  -  Dispatcher 
1  -  Dispatcher 
1  -  Whseman 


SUPPORT  EQUIPMENT 

1  -  GPU-300 
1  -  GTU-2000 
1  -  Slip-on-100 


FORCE  ACCT.  EQUIPMENT 

1  -  Service  Truck 
1-2  1/2  Flat  Rack 
1  _  d-4  Dozer 
1  -  Trk  £  Lowbed  Truck 


GPU-300  Ground  Pumper  Unit  300  Gals . 
GTU-2000  Nurse  Tanker  2000  Gals. 
Slip-on  100 


A- X  -is  trat J  on   1 3 


SURVEV 
ZD     UNSURVEYED 


C.   Land  Survey  Grid  GSee  Attached  Map,  Illustration  13). 

The  attached  map  indicates  the  large  amounts  of  unsurveyed 
land  in  central  Nevada.   In  addition,  the  contract  survey 
(Horizontal  lines)  are  of  poor  quality  and  corner  stones 
are  generally  hard  to  find.   The  Iron  Post  survey  (Vertical 
lines)  are  of  good  quality  with  brass  cap  markings.  Most  of 
the  Public  Domain  is  either  unsurveyed  or  of  lesser  quality 
than  Iron  Post  survey. 

This  lack  of  quality  in  surveys  leads  to  problems  in  building 
or  development,  because  of  the  lack  of  definition.  There  have 
been  a  few  legal  disputes  over  ownership  due  to  faulty  survey. 

D.   Major  Utilities 

At  present,  electric  power  lines  run  to  Battle  Mountain, 
Eureka,  Austin,  Gabbs ,  and  Tonopah.  There  are  some  feeder 
lines  to  the  rural  valleys  north  of  Eureka  and  south  for 
short  distances  out  of  Battle  Mountain.  Many  smaller  rural 


areas  use  diesel  generators 


la) 


There  is  a  220  volt  transmission  line  running  across  the 
district  through  Eureka  and  Austin  from  Utah.  Another  high 
voltage  line  is  planned  to  run  north  of  Battle  Mountain. 

At  the  present  time,  there  are  many  rural  residents  without 
electricity  from  power  lines.   Household  electricity  and 
power  for  irrigation  pumps  is  supplied  by  diesel-operated 
generators.1^-1  There  are  plans  to  put  power  lines  into  the 
upper  Reese  River  area  and  Antelope  Valley. ^c J 

Natural  gas  service  is  available  to  Gabbs  and  Battle  Mountain, 
The  other  communities  and  many  rural  residents  use  propane 
gas. ^  ' 


(a)  Walters  Engineering,  Nevada  Rural  Communities,  Waste  and  Water  Plan. 
1972. 

(b)  Central  Nevada  Development  Association,  Central  Nevada  Program  of 
Action,  Carson  City,  Nevada,  November  1968. 

(c)  U.S.D.I.,  BLM  Management  Framework  Plan  -  Shoshone  Resource  Area, 
BLM  Reference  No.  1608,  BLM  Area  Manager's  Office. 


(d)  Walters  Engineering  (as  above) 
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Fuel  oil  is  also  a  common  heating  fuel  and  is  available 
throughout  the  district.  There  are  fuel  oil  distributors 
in  Battle  Mountain,  Tonopah,  and  Eureka. 

Water  is  extremely  important  in  central  Nevada  due  to  the 
arid  climate.  There  are  varying  qualities  and  quantities  of 
water  found  throughout  the  district. 

In  Eureka,  the  water  supply  system  is  barely  adequate  and  not 
considered  adequate  for  projected  demand  to  1990.  The  rate 
schedule  is  not  high  enough  to  make  the  system  self-supporting. w 

The  Battle  Mountain  water  system  has  been  recently  improved 
and  is  considered  adequate  to  meet  projected  demand  until 
1990.  The  Austin  water  supply  will  need  upgrading  to  meet 
projected  demand.   Gabbs  should  meet  expected  demand  if 
existing  plans  are  carried  out.   Round  Mountain  needs  a  new 
well  and  replacement  of  existing  mains.   Tonopah  needs  re- 
habilitation of  existing  wells,  development  °frCew  wells, 
improvement  and  enlargement  of  existing  mains.    lone  and 
Manhattan  have  inadequate  systems  that  will  require  much 
improvement . 

Waste  water  facilities  in  Eureka  are  adequate  to  meet  exist- 
ing demand  but  rate  schedule  should  be  changed.   The  Battle 
Mountain  waste  system  will  be  adequate,  Austin's  waste  water 
system  needs  overhauling,  (which  is  in  progress).   Gabbs 
systems  are  capable  of  meeting  expected  demand.   Round 
Mountain  is  also  adequate  in  its  waste  system.  ^Tonopah  needs 


a  new  sewage  system  and  treatment  facilities. 
E.   Law  Enforcement  (d) 


(c) 


There  are  no  incorporated  towns  in  the  Battle  Mountain  District. 
All  law  enforcement  agencies  are  under  the  respective  county 
Sheriff's  office.  The  three  counties  personnel  strength  is 
as  follows: 

Nye  County  -  25  personnel  and  5  volunteers; 
Lander  County  -  21  personnel;  and 
Eureka  -  6  personnel. 


Data  Source: 

(a)  Walters  Engineering,  Nevada  Rural  Communities  Water  and  Waste 
Plan,  1972. 

(b)  IBID. 


(c)  Walters  Engineering,  Nevada  Rural  Communities,  Water  and  Waste  Plan, 
1972. 


(d)  Sheriff's  Office  Interview,  21  August  1975, 
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Each  sheriff's  office  is  responsible  for  all  local  law 
enforcement  within  the  county  in  which  it  operates.   However, 
the  sheriff's  office  operation  is  largely  limited  to  the 
communities  of  their  particular  county. 

The  Nye  County  Sheriff's  Office  feels  that  they  can  handle 
any  Federal,  State,  or  county  law  enforcement  needs  within 
the  county.  0)   Lander  County  officials  also  feel  they  can^ 
handle  any  violation;  however,  they  have  to  rely  on  complaints 
from  residents  in  rural  areas  rather  than  making  24-hour 
patrols  of  the  area. (h)     The  Eureka  County  Sheriff  feels  that 
his  office  is  too  small  to  patrol  the  county  and  enforce  all 
Federal  and  State  Laws,  especially  in  relation  to  BLM  land.  *■  J 

F.  Search  and  Rescue 

Eureka  County  has  no  search  and  rescue  unit.   In  the  event  of 
an  emergency,  volunteers  can  be  organized  to  perform  search 
and  rescue  operations.   Lander  County  has  no  official  search 
and  rescue  unit  either,  but,  certain  individuals  can  be  called 
on  to  volunteer.   There  are  also  informal  agreements  with  the 
Battle  Mountain  District  office  of  the  BLM  to  provide  personnel 
and  vehicles.   Nye  County  has  a  12-man  search  and  rescue  group 
as  part  of  the  Sheriff's  office.   They  are  trained  in  mountain 
rescue  and  have  two  four-wheel  vehicles  and  a  light  plane.   In 
addition,  the  Fallon  Naval  Air  Station  has  agreed  to  assist  in 
search  operations  throughout  central  Nevada.  *-  ' 

G.  Health  Systems 

Tonopah  has  the  largest  hospital  in  the  area,  with  19  beds  and 
two  doctors.   It  can  handle  surgical,  obstretical,  general  and 
long  term  health  care.   The  hospital  should  meet  regional  needs 
for  the  foreseeable  future  as  it  is  newly-built.  ^J 

Battle  Mountain  General  Hospital  has  one  doctor  and  16  beds, 
which  services  all  of  Lander  County.   A  paramedic  and  three 
nurses  are  also  available.   They  can  handle  surgical,  obstetrical, 
and  general  treatment.   Critical  patients  are  evacuated  to  Elko.  (*) 

Data  Source: 

(a)  Sheriff's  Office,  Nye  County,  Phone  Conservation,  21  August  1975. 

(b)  Sheriff's  Office,  Lander  County,  Phone  Conversation,  21  August  1975. 

(c)  Sheriff's  Office,  Eureka  County,  Phone  Conservation,  21  August  1975. 

(d)  Sheriff's  Office,  Phone  Conservation,  21  August  1975. 

(e)  Univ.  of  Nevada,  Reno,  Cooperative  Extension  Service  -  Nye  County, 
Nevada  Information  Report. 

(f)  Battle  Mountain  General  Hospital,  Phone  Interview,  17  September  1975. 
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Eureka  only  has  a  treatment  and  diagnosis  center  with  one 
doctor,  a  medic,  and  two  nurses.  They  have  no  facilities 
for  beds,  surgery,  or  other  major  medical  care.   Emergency 
cases  are  evaculated  to  Elko  or  Ely. CaJ 

According  to  the  Office  of  Economic  Opportunity  00  ,  in  1965, 
Health  status  was  sub-standard  in  central  Nevada.   The  criteria 
was  percent  of  infant  deaths  per  live  births.   The  national 
average  was  1.7  percent;  Lander  County  had  2.5  percent  and  Nye 
had  3.2  percent  infant  deaths  per  live  births. 

H.   Education 

Lander  County  has  just  finished  expanding  its  school  system. 
It  has  one  high  school  and  two  elementary  schools  in  Battle 
Mountain.  They  are  operating  at  approximately  two-thirds 
capacity.  Austin  has  one  elementary  and  one  high  school 
operating  at  approximately  two- thirds  capacity. 

Eureka  County  schools  are  much  older.   Eureka  has  one  ele- 
mentary and  one  high  school,  while  Beowawe  has  one  elementary 
school.  Capacity  is  about  twice  present  enrollment.'-0-' 

Enrollment : 


In  many  communities  of  Nye  County  the  schools  are  old,  and 

in  some  areas  over  crowded. 

(See  the  following  table  on  school  capacity  and  enrollment.) 


Data  Source: 

(a)  IBID. 

(b)  Office  of  Ecomomic  Opportunity  Information  Center  -  Community 
Profiles,  Lander  County,  Nevada,  Washington,  D.C.   1965 

(c)  Nevada  State  Department  of  Education.   Nevada  Educational 
Directory.   Reno,  Nevada,  1975. 


71 


mHHHHHfflM^ 


• 


TABLE  16 


SCHOOL  CAPACITY  AND  ENROLLMENT  1/ 


SCHOOL 


Lander  County 

Austin  Elementary 


Mary  S.  Black  (Battle  Mtn.) 


Eliza  Pierce   (Battle  Mtn.) 
Battle  Mountain  High 


Lander  County  High  (Austin) 


Eureka  County 

Beowawe  Elementary 
Eureka  Elementary 


Eureka  High 


(Northern)  Nye  County 

Elementary 

Round  Mountain 


Gabbs 

Amargosa  Valley 
Tonopah 

High  Schools 

Gabbs  High 


Tonopah  High 


1975 
ENROLLMENT 


52 


176 


237 


281 


66 


65 


69 


94 


25 


18 


122 


61 


234 


106 


214 


CAPACITY 


80 


220 


300 


375 


80 


85 


100 


200 


20 


30 


170 


60 


250 


140 


300 


1/  Data  Source:   Information  from  Nevada  Department  of  Education 
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I.   Capability  of  Public  Finance  -  Tax  Base  and  Structure 

Lander  County,  with  its  increasing  tax  base  due  to  mining 
expansion,  also  has  one  of  the  highest  ad  valorem  tax  rates 
Accordingly,  Lander  County  will  be  able  to  meet  expanding 
public  service  requirements  for  schools,  roads,  law  enforce 
ment,  and  water  systems. 


Eureka  County  has  the  highest  per  capita  assessed  valuation 
and  the  highest  per  capita  budget,  but  the  low  population  of 
the  county  makes  it  difficult  to  afford  a  large  public  services 
sector.   As  noted  earlier,  Eureka  County  has  the  smallest 
police  force  and  the  least  equipped  health  services.  Any  large 
growth  in  population  would  exceed  the  current  capability  of  the 
public  sector,  which  would  require  an  increase  in  public 
spending. 


Nye  County  has  faced  a  loss  of  income  due  to  defense  cutbacks 
in  recent  years.  Ad  valorem  rates  were  also  lowered. 


As  noted  earlier,  the  schools  and  water  systems  need  improve- 
ments.  Therefore,  Nye  County  will  be  hard-pressed  in  the  event 
of  a  major  population  increase. 
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Problems ,  Trends  and  Issues 

These  problems  are  identified  in  the  social  factors  checklist  and 
the  infrastructure  sections  of  the  Social-Economic  Profile  and  the 
problems  and  issues  section  of  the  Planning  Area  Analysis  (1607) . 

Rapid  Growth  in  the  Mining  Sector:  Throughout  the  district  the 
trend  leads  to  social  problems  because  of  a  lack  of  health  systems, 
educational  facilities  and  other  social  services  in  sufficient 
quantity  to  handle  growth.   Economically,  the  growth  in  minerals 
will  lead  to  higher  per-capita  income,  however,  the  minerals  market 
is  unstable  and  can  lead  to  boom-and-bust  cycle  situations,  which 
have  been  a  historical  problem  in  Nevada.   Rapid  mining  growth  can 
also  lead  to  damage  of  the  land  and  water  and  can  create  serious 
competition  for  water  use. 

Demand  by  Livestock,  Wild  Horses,  and  Wildlife  for  Forage  in  Excess 
of  Actual  Production:  This  problem  results  in  excessive  use  of 
vegetative  resources  and  pressure  on  wildlife  and  watershed,  leading 
to  economic  problems  from  declining  long  term  yield  to  livestock 
and  recreation.   Socially,  this  trend  leads  to  the  deterioration 
of  ranching  and  other  lifestyles. 

Lack  of  Housing:  This  problem  leads  to  social  and  economic  diffi- 
culties" in  the  ability  to  absorb  the  impact  of  rapid  growth  and 
in-migration. 

Lack  of  Adequate  Health  Care:  This  is  a  social  problem  compounded 
by  economic  growth  and  continued  inflation  resulting  in  higher 
health  costs. 

Current  and  Projected  Demand  for  Recreational  Opportunity:  This 
trend  can  lead  to  changes  in  the  small  town  lifestyle  resulting 
from  large  urban  resident  needs  for  outdoor  recreation.   Econom- 
ically, this  may  lead  to  increased  dependence  by  the  service  sector 
on  tourist  dollars.   But  it  can  also  lead  to  environmental  damage 
and  health  hazards.  This  trend  is  projected  to  continue  and  will 
lead  to  major  impact  on  land  use  patterns  in  the  District. 
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VI.  Bureau  Relationships  with  Planning  and  Land  Use  Control  Groups ; 
Action,  Study,  and  Interest  Groups;  and  Key  Individuals. 

A.  Analysis  of  Relationships 

The  Battle  Mountain  District  Management  Profile  (1604.1-M13) 
in  the  BLM  District  office  has  a  set  of  maps  under  Political 
Entities  that  show  the  various  administrative  units  of  federal, 
state  and  county  agencies  that  have  some  type  of  jurisdiction 
within  the  Battle  Mountain  District. 

Listing  of  Nevada  State  Legislation  affecting  National  Resource 
Lands .  *-a) 

AB  466  -  Established  a  state  multiple  use  advisory  board  and 
separates  conservation  and  natural  resources. 

SCR  55  -  Established  a  committee  to  study  Federal  public  land 
use  in  order  to  provide  benefits  to  Nevada  citizens. 

AB  333  -  Requires  branding  and  marking  of  livestock  on  open 
range. 

SB  130  -  Designates  regional  planning  districts  in  the  state. 

404.435  -  Establishes  framework  for  cooperative  road  projects 
with  Federal  agencies. 

NRA  527.050  -  Pertains  to  plant  removal  in  public  lands  - 
requires  permit  before  any  removal. 

B.  Coordination  with  Official  Planning  and  Land-Use  Control  Groups : 

The  listed  agencies  are  affected  by  Bureau  programs  and  Bureau 
programs  are  affected  by  these  agency  programs . 

Nevada  Department  of  Fish  and  Game:   Since  wildlife  is  state 
property,  this  agency  is  responsible  for  animal  management 
while  the  BLM  is  responsible  for  habitat  management.   Close 
coordination,  by  agreement,  is  carried  on  for  classifications, 
some  disposal  proposals,  access,  and  range  developments  con- 
cerning fencing,  revegetation,  and  water.   (Refer  to  the 
agreement  and  to  BLM  Nevada  State  Office  Manual  for  more 
details) .  A  breakdown  in  cooperation  could  result  in  habitat 
and  game  deterioration. 

Nevada  Department  of  Conservation  and  National  Resources : 

This  organization  includes  the  State  Division  of  Water  Resources, 


Data  Source: 

(a)   BLM  District  Offices,  Central  Files,  File  Code  1780. 
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the  Division  of  State  Parks,  and  State  Division  of  Forestry, 
which  relate  to  the  Bureau  programs  through  water  use  regu- 
lations.  State  recreation  planning,  public  land  classifi- 
cations, woodland  disposals,  and  cooperation  with  fire 
suppression.   State  control  of  water  appropriations  indirectly 
controls  the  Bureau's  agricultural  land  disposal  program  and 
could  control  other  disposals  dependent  upon  water  appropri- 
ations. The  State  Forester  enforces  state  laws  concerning 
Christmas  trees  in  cooperation  with  the  Bureau.  Also,  the 
State  Forester  provides  equipment  and  personnel  for  fire 
suppression.   The  Bureau  cooperates  with  the  State  Parks 
Division  with  requested  disposals  and  protective  classifi- 
cations . 

U.S.  Forest  Service:   The  Toiyabe  National  Forest  is  situated 
within  Nye,  Eureka,  and  Lander  Counties.   Its  livestock 
licensing  program  is  usually  directly  coordinated  with  Bureau 
livestock  licensing.   Fire  protection  and  range  development 
work  involving  forest  land  and  public  domain  is  coordinated 
by  formal  agreements.   (Refer  to  BLM  Fire  Code  M-13) .   If 
these  programs  are  not  coordinated  among  agencies,  conflicts 
between  agencies  and  range  users  occur. 

Soil  Conservation  Service :  The  SCS  provides  soils  information 
and  coordinates  ranch  management  plans  with  BLM  Allotment 
Management  Plan.   They  provide  guidance  to  farmers  and  ranchers 
for  private  land  use  which  sometimes  is  associated  with  public 
land  use.  Also,  they  assist  Soil  Conservation  Districts  and 
other  groups  in  land  use  planning.  The  BLM  cooperates,  through 
agreement,  with  planning  and  giving  technical  advice. 

County  Government :   Each  county  government  is  responsible  to 
its  residents  and  the  State  for  planning  and  zoning  of  all 
lands  within  the  county.   Thus,  Bureau  disposal  programs, 
classifications,  construction  programs,  and  road  developments 
directly  affect  county  governments.  Also,  county  planning  and 
zoning  directly  affect  Bureau  operations.   Bureau  employees 
generally  work  with  county  planning  boards  and  commissioners 
when  planning  Bureau  programs . 

Lander  County  has  the  only  zoning  ordinance  in  effect.   Each 
of  the  other  counties  is  in  the  process  of  completing  zoning 
and  planning  ordinances.  As  each  community  expands,  the  zoning 
ordinance  will  have  a  definite  effect  on  National  Resource 
lands.   Any  change  in  water  use  or  shift  in  industry  will  have 
an  impact  on  BLM  lands  and  resources.   Each  county's  master  plan 
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Table  17 

UNITED  STATES 
DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 


LAND  USE  PLANNING  AND  ZONING  BY  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT  CHECKLIST 


1.     County 


Eureka 


2.    City  or  Town 


N/A 


3.     Classification 


Rural 


4.    Population 


992 


5.    Form  of  Government 

County  Commissioners 


PLANNING  STATUS 


6.    Commission/Office  -  Date  established 

1971 


8.     Plan  pending 

Zoning  Ordinance,  Capitol  Impvt . 

10.    Scope  of  plan 


7.    Plan  in  effect  —  Date 

1974 


9.    Type  of  plan 

Master  Plan,    Subdivision   Ordinanr-P 


11.    Assistance  obtained 


12.  Plan  written  by      ^°maS     A"      Conger 

Sharp,  Krater,  Engstrom  and  Jamal^LSR,     t„ 

13.  Other  (specify) 


14.    Zoning  authority 

No 


18.  Zoning  follows  planning 

19.  Other  (specify) 


ZONING  STATUS 


16.    Date  zoning  established 


15.    Date  zoning  authority  established 


17.     Type  of  zoning 


20.    Official 

No 


22.    Housing  Code 

Yes 


24.    Sign  Control 

No 


26.    Other  (specify) 


OTHER    CONTROLS,  CODES,  AND  ORDINANCES 


21.    Building  Code 

No 


23.    Subdivision  Regulations 

No 


25.    Dumps,  junkyards 

No. 


27.    BLM  District 

Battle  Mtn.  and  Elko 

30.    BLM  Acreage 

2,044,313 


28.    Resource  Area 

Eureka 


29.    Planning  Unit 


31.    BLM  Acreage  as  percent  of  total  in  county 

76.3 


Devils  Gate,  Pony  Express 


32.     Local  contacts  for  Planning  and  Zoning  Status 

E. C    Bishop-Chairman-237-5318 


33.    Remarks 
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Table  17    (cont.) 

UNITED  STATES 
DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 

LAND  USE  PLANNING  AND  ZONING  BY  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT  CHECKLIST 


1.     County 


Lander 


2.    City  or  Town 
N/A 


3.    Classification        ^^ 


4.    Population 

2,872 


5.     Form  of  Government 

County  Commissioners 


PLANNING  STATUS 


6.    Commission/Office  -  Date  established 
1964 . 


Plan  pending 


10.    Scope  of  plan 


12.    Plan  written  by 


Raymond  ".1  -  Smith 


13.    Other  (specify) 


7.    Plan  in  effect  -  Date 
YRS-13fi3 


9.    Type  of  plan 

PTpnfiral  J     RppTpation  ,     Zoning,     fii.ftdiv. 

11.     Assistance  obtained 

YfiR 


14.    Zoning  authority 

Yes 


16.    Date  zoning  established 

1969         


ZONING  STATUS 


18.  Zoning  follows  planning  ApDarentlV 

19.  Other  f specify) 


15.    Date  zoning  authority  established 

1QM     


17.    Type  of  zoning 

Subdivision.    Mobile   Home 


20.     Official  Map 

Yes 

22.    Housing  Code 

Yes 

24.     Sign  Control 

Yes 

26.     Other  I  specify) 


OTHER  CONTROLS,  CODES,  AND  ORDINANCES 


21.    Building  Code 

Yes 


23.     Subdivision  Regulations 
&&S 


25.    Dumps,  junkyards 

Yes 


27.    BLM  District 

Battle   Mtn . ,    Elko 


28.    Resource  Area 

Shoshone 


29.     Planning  Unit 

Cortez,    'it.    Airy 


31.     BLM  Acreage  as  percent  of  total  in  county 

84.6  


30.     BLM  Acreage 

3,046,094 

32.     Local  contacts  for  Planning  and  Zoning  Status 

Thomas  Gooch-Member  and  BLM  Employee 


33.    Remarks 
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Table  17  (cont.) 

UNITED  STATES 
DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 

LAND  USE  PLANNING  AND  ZONING  BY  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT  CHECKLIST 


1. 

County    ,T 

Nye 

2-     City  or  Town  ,  . 

3. 

Classification    -,-.            -. 

Rural 

4. 

Population 

4,800 

5.     Form  of  Government 

PLANNING  STATUS 

6. 

Commission/Office  —  Date  established 

1969 

7.     Plan  in  effect  —  Date 

1974 

8. 

Plan  pending 

Zoning   Ordinance 

9.    Type  of  plan 

General 

10. 

Scope  of  plan 

Land   use   and   transportation 

11.     Assistance  obtained 

Yes 

12. 

Plan  written  by          ,-                                        _      ,      , 

Raymond  P.    Smith 

13. 

Other  (specify) 

ZONING  STATUS 

14. 

Zoning  authority 

No 

15.    Date  zoning  authority  established 

16. 

Date  zoning  established 

17.     Type  of  zoning 

18. 

Zoning  follows  planning 

19.     Other  (specify) 


OTHER    CONTROLS,  CODES,  AND  ORDINANCES 


20.    Official  Map 

No 

21.     Building  Code 

No 

22.    Housing  Code 

No 

23.    Subdivision  Regulations 

No 

24.    Sign  Control 

No 

25.    Dumps,  junkyards 

No 

26.    Other  (specify) 


27.  blm  District  Carson    City, 
Ely,    Battle   Mtn .  ,    Las   VeeJa 


28.    Resource  Area 

s Tonopah 


29.    Planning  Unit 

Tybof  Manhattan,  Cra.t&r 


30.    BLM  Acreage 

6.859.718 


31.     BLM  Acreage  as  percent  of  total  in  county 

FiP.3 


32.     Local  contacts  for  Planning  and  Zoning  Status 

Ms.  Lola  Peed-Chairman-482-3328 


33.    Remarks 
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shows  a  desire  for  orderly  land  balanced  growth. (a)   (See 
Table  17). 

Lander  County,  because  it  already  has  a  zoning  ordinance, 
an  improved  water  system  (See  Major  Utilities  Above),  and  an 
adequate  tax  base,  seems  best  to  plan  for  its  own  growth. 
Nye  County  has  a  stable  tax  base  and  should  be  able  to  adapt 
to  growth.   Eureka  County,  because  of  its  tax  base  will  have 
problems  in  developing  the  public  services  needed  for  balanced 
growth  (See  capability  of  Public  Finance  Above) . 

Effective  local  planning  will  require  coordination  with  the 
BLM  in  order  to  develop  roads,  construction  programs  and  land 
use  classifications  that  fit  in  with  county  goals. 

U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service:   By  agreement,  this  agency 
performs  BLM  authorized  predator  control  on  National  Resource 
Lands.   The  agreement  enables  the  Fish  &  Wildlife  Service 
to  control  predators  on  National  Resource  lands  for  private 
parties  after  BLM  has  requested  and  directed  such  action. 

Nevada  State  Museum:   By  agreement ,  the  Bureau  informs  the 
Museum  of  planned  developments  and  proposed  disposals  that 
may  involve  lands  with  suspected  archaeological  values.  The 
Museum  in  turn,  provides  information  on  archaeological  in- 
vestigations, designated  sites,  and  excavation  plans. 

C.   Coordination  with  Study  and  Planning  Groups 

Central  Nevada  Development  Authority  (CNDA)  and  Central  Nevada 
Resource~ActIon  Council  (CNRAC) :   CNDA  is  a  political  subdi- 
vision of  the  State.   It  is  concerned  with  all  government 
programs  within  its  jurisdiction.   Its  function  is  to  coordinate 
and  plan.   CNRAC  consists  of  government  representatives  who 
report  planning  and  progress  and  discuss  local  problems  that 
may  be  solved  through  coordinated  effort.   BLM  district  repre- 
sentation on  CNRAC  serves  to  keep  the  organization  abreast  of 
Bureau  programs  which  are  reported  to  CNDA.   Also,  district 
technicians  provide  resource  information  to  the  organization 
which  uses  the  information  to  report  plans  and  development 
within  Central  Nevada. 


(a)  Data  Source: 

1.  Conger,  Sharp,  Virater,  Engstrom  |  Associates,  Inc.   General 
Plan  of  Eureka,  County,  1973. 

2.  Smith,  Raymond  P.,  General  Plan,  Nye  County,  1974. 

3.  General  Plan,  Lander  County,  1969 
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University  of  Nevada:  The  Bureau  cooperates  with  the 
University  in  hydrology  studies,  range  forage  studies,  soils 
analysis,  economic  studies,  mineral  analysis,  and  classifi- 
cation proposals.   Generally  these  services  support  Bureau 
objectives.  They  often  serve  as  a  check  on,  or  an  indicator 
for,  government  programs. 

Nevada  Outdoor  Recreation  Association  (NORA) :  NORA  is  con- 
cerned with  classifications  and  recreation  planning  and  de- 
velopment.  It  generally  supports  multiple  use  classification 
with  emphasis  on  recognition  of  recreation  and  wilderness 
areas  having  complete  segregation  from  all  forms  of  disposal 
and  uses  inconsistent  with  recreational  uses.  NORA  maintains 
a  continuous  inventory  of  recreation  sites  and  areas  through- 
out the  state  on  private  and  public  lands. 

List  of  Critical  Key  Individuals 

1.  James  Kielhack:  Chairman,  Central  Nevada  Development 
Authority. 

Mr.  Kielack  has  property  in  central  Nevada  and  as  chairman 
of  CNDA,  he  is  quite  active  in  promoting  roads  and  classi- 
fications which  will  benefit  the  development  of  the  area. 

2.  John  Marvel :   President  Nevada  Cattlemen's  Association. 

Mr.  Marvel  owns  a  large  ranch  just  outside  the  district. 
(His  cattle  graze  on  District  land) .  He  is  quite  active 
in  trying  to  influence  decisions  which  affect  grazing  on 
public  lands. 

3.  William  Beko:  Attorney,  Tonopah.  Mr.  Beko  is  quite  active 

in  representing  mining  interests  and  other  land  use  groups 
within  the  district. 


Molly  Knuds^i:   Owner,  Grass  Valley  Ranch.   She  is  an  active 
spokeswoman  for  ranching  and  grazing  interests  within  the 
district.   In  addition,  she  is  an  active  member  of  the 
University  of  Nevada  Board  of  Regents . 
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E.   COOPERATIVE  RELATIONS   (TABLE  18) 


BLM  Reference  No.  1786 
Location:   Central  Files 


Agency 

Bureau  of  Reclamation 

U.S.D.A.  Forest  Service 


Agreement 
Date 


Subject  of 
Agreement 


O 


Fish  §  Wildlife  Service 


Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 


Energy  Research  §  Development 
Administration 

Soil  Conservation  Service 


Soil  Conservation  Districts 
Eureka 
Austin 

Humboldt  River 
Tonopah 

Federal  Aviation  Administration 

U.S.  Geological  Survey 

Other  BLM  Districts 
Winnemucca  District 

Carson  District 

Elko  District 


1972    Administrative  Agreement 

1960  Stock  Driveways 
1971    Geothermal  Leasing 

1954  Road  Right -Of -Way 

1966  Range  Management 

1961  Forest  Control 
1943  Fire  Protection 

Wildlife  Consideration 
Predator  Control 
Railroad  Valley  Preserve 

Range  Management 
1971    Fire  Protection 


Understanding  for  Security 

Coordination  on  Water 

and  Survey 
Cooperation 

Cooperation 
Cooperation 
Cooperation 
Cooperation 
Cooperation 

Road  and  Radio  Site  Use 

1971    Minerals  Administration 
1974    Geothermal  Leasing 


Fire  Protection 
Saval  Allotment 

Stewart  Spring  Allotment 
Fire  Protection 

Fire  Protection 
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Other  BLM  Districts  (cont.) 

Ely  District 

Las  Vegas  District 
State  Agencies 
Nevada  Highway  Department 

University  of  Nevada 

State  of  Nevada  Clearinghouse 
Nevada  Division  of  Forestry 
Nevada  Fish  and  Game 

Nevada  State  Museum 

State  Engineer's  Office 

Counties 

Lander  County  Planning  Commission 

Lander  County  Schools 

Eureka  County  Planning  Board 

Eureka  County  Commissioners 

Nye  County  Planning  Commission 

Planning  Agencies 

Central  Nevada  Resource  Development 
Authority 

Nevada  Resource  Action  Council 

Nevada  State  Land  Use  Planning  Agency 

Southern  Pacific  Land  Corp. 


Agreement 
Date 


Subject  of 
Agreement 

Fire  Protection 

Fire  Protection 


Material  Site  Cleanup 
Sign  Erection 
Right-of-Way 

Test  Enclosures 
Water 


Information  and  Publications 

Air  Protections 

Wildlife  Consideration 
Water  Developments 
Range  Improvements 

Archaeology 

Nevada  Water  Laws 

Cooperation 

Cooperation 

Cooperation 

Roads  and  Material  Sites 

Cooperation 

Cooperation 

Cooperation 

Cooperation 

Exchange  of  Use 
Christmas  Trees 
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Planning  Agencies  (cont . ) 
Southwest  Gas  Corporation 
Sierra  Pacific  Power  Company- 
Nevada  Bell  Telephone  Company 
Private  Groups  of  Interest 
Sierra  Club 

Nevada  Prospectors'  Association 
National  Mustang  Association 
Nevada  Outdoor  Recreation  Association 
Wild  Horse  Organized  Assistance 
Nevada  Cattlemen's  Association 
Nevada  Sheepherders '  Association 
Tonopah  Sportsmen's  Association 
District  Advisory  Board 
Cooperative  Planning 


Agreement 
Date 


Subject  of 
Agreement 


Use  Rates 
Right -of- Way 
Right -of- Way 

Recreation 
Conservation 

Minerals 

Wild  Horses 

Recreation 

Wild  Horses 

Livestock 

Livestock 

Recreation 

Grazing  Administration 

BLM  Reference  No.  700 
Location:   Library 


Conger,  Sharp,  Virater,  Engstrom  and  Associates,  Inc.,  General  Plan 
of  Eureka  County,  1973 . 

Smith,  Raymond  P.,  General  Plan,  Nye  County,  1974. 

Smith,  Raymond  P.,  General  Plan,  Lander  County,  1969. 


84 


VII.  District  Organization  Analysis 

A.   Management  History:  Against  some  rancher  opposition,  the 
Battle  Mountain  District  was  established  in  1951  as  the 
Battle  Mountain  Grazing  District.   It  was  the  last  District 
in  Nevada  organized  under  the  Taylor  Grazing  Act . 

Between  1951  and  1961  the  District  was  mainly  involved  in 
grazing  and  lands  administration.   During  the  late  50 's  and 
early  60 's  there  were  many  Desert  Land  Entry  settlements  in 
the  district.   Only  about  10  percent  of  these  attempts  failed 
to  go  to  patent  and  then  to  private  ownership.   However,  very 
few  of  these  settlements  became  successful  farms.  These 
plowed  lands  became  victims  of  erosion  or  weed  inversion. 

The  first  grazing  administration  programs  were  concerned 
with  finding  out  which  ranchers  ran  their  livestock  on  each 
land  area.   The  next  step  was  to  establish  grazing  units 
and  then  to  divide  these  common  allotments  into  individual 
grazing  allotments.   (A  process  which  is  continuing.)  During 
all  of  these  activities  there  were  continuing  adjustments 
made  for  grazing  capacity  based  on  the  original  range  survey. 

The  original  planning  system  (from  1960  -  1964)  was  based  on 
a  system  of  watersheds.   In  1964,  planning  units  were  estab- 
lished under  the  Classification  and  Multiple  Use  Act.   In 
1960,  the  district  began  to  analyze  the  resources  through 
the  use  of  Unit  Resource  Analysis  (URA) .   In  1970,  the 
Management  Framework  Plan  (MFP)  system  was  established. 

In  1956,  the  first  fences  were  built  to  control  grazing. 
In  1958,  the  first  range  improvement  seedings  were  estab- 
lished and  BLM  began  putting  in  water  developments.   Each 
program  in  turn  was  resisted  by  the  ranchers  until  it  was 
proven  to  be  beneficial  to  livestock  production. 

The  main  emphasis  between  1956  and  1966  was  in  adjudication 
which  determined  each  user's  qualifications,  area  of  use,  and 
adjusted  range  use  to  livestock  carrying  capacity.   From  1966 
on,  Allotment  Management  Plans,  and  development  of  grazing 
systems  were  designed  to  improve  ranges  by  vegetative  manip- 
ulation (sprayings,  seedings,  etc.).   In  1970,  the  BLM 
shifted  to  management  through  the  Multiple  Use  Planning  System, 
while  continuing  implementation  of  grazing  systems. 

Between  1951  and  1964  almost  all  district  effort  was  devoted 
to  grazing  and  range  management.   From  1964  to  the  present 
the  district  has  been  shifting  to  multiple  resource  con- 
siderations, including  wildlife,  recreation,  cultural 
resources,  mineral  resource  management  and  processing  of 
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lands  cases. 

This  shift  came  about  as  regulations  were  established 
requiring  BLM  to  assume  increasing  responsibilities. 

The  following  list  is  a  summary  of  BLM  press  releases. 

1958-1965  -  Various  Seedings,  Weed  Control  Programs 
and  Water  Developments. 

1963      -  Battle  Mountain  Headquarters  Building  Built. 

1963  -  Wildlife  Management  Program  Started. 

1964  -  Study  of  Livestock  Watershed. 

1964  -  Classification  and  Multiple  Use  Act. 

1965  -  Wildlife  Habitat  Investigation. 

1966  -  Fences  Built. 

1968  -  BLM  Begins  Building  Recreation  Sites. 

1969  -  Pt.  Reyes  Land  Exchange  Program. 

1970  -  Johnny  Horizon  Program. 

1972  -  Public  Meetings  About  the  Land  Use  Planning 

System. 

1973  -  Major  Planning  Effort  in  Lander  and  Eureka 

Counties . 

1973  -  Regulation  of  Off-Road  Vehicles  Established. 

1974  -  Push  Towards  Energy  Resource  Development. 

B.   Resource  Areas 

There  are  three  resource  areas  in  the  district  -  Shoshone, 
(mainly  located  in  Lander  County) ,  Eureka  (mainly  located 
in  Eureka  County) ,  and  Tonopah  (located  in  northern  Nye 
County).   Each  is  organized  mainly  on  the  lines  of  user 
groups  of  range  lands.   In  addition,  political,  social  and 
institutional  factors  tend  to  align  themselves  in  this 
same  pattern,  at  least  within  the  district. 
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The  Tonopah  Area  Office  was  established  in  1975  to  provide 
user  groups  in  Nye  County  an  easy  access  to  BLM  assistance 
and  information.   It  also  provides  the  manager  and  resource 
area  specialists  involved  in  the  area  a  closer  relationship 
with  the  user  groups  and  the  land  itself  without  a  200  mile, 
four-hour  drive. 


The  following  map  illustrates  the  location  of  the  Resource 
Areas  within  the  Battle  Mountain  District. 


m 
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Illustration  13 
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DATA  SOURCE  INDEX  (BIBLIOGRAPHY) 


Population  (Economic  Data) 


BLM  Reference  No.  9500 
Location:   Library 


Nevada  State  of,  Employment  Security  Department,  County  Labor  Force 
Summary,  1974,  Manpower  Information  and  Research  Section,  Carson 
City,  Nevada,  July,  1975. 

U.S.  Department  of  Commerce,  "Local  Area -Personal  Income"  Table  2, 
Survey  of  Current  Business,  Part  2,  1974. 

U.S.  Bureau  of  Census,  5th  Count  Microfilm  Data:  Population  and 
Housing  Census,  Nevada  1970,  Census  Users  Service,  Washington, 
D.C.,  1975. 


U.S.D.I.,  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Socio-Economic  Data  System 
Division  of  Standards  and  Technology,  Denver  Service  Center,  1973. 

Austin,  Nevada  Extension  Agent,  University  of  Nevada,  Telephone 
Conversation,  August  27,  1975. 

Rowley,  Samuel,  BLM  Tonopah  Resource  Area  Manager,  Telephone 
Conversation,  August  27,  19  75. 

Hendricks,  Jim,  Department  of  Mining  Engineering,  University  of 
Nevada,  Reno,  Telephone  Conversation,  August  27,  19  75. 

Fillo,  J.  Liaison  Officer,  U.S.  Bureau  of  Mines,  Reno,  Nevada, 
Telephone  Conversation,  August  27,  1975. 

Nevada  State  of,  Department  of  Employment  Security,  Labor  Force 
Data  by  County  1970-74,  Manpower  Information  and  Research 
Section,  Carson  City,  April  1975. 

Nevada  Tax  Commission,  Net  Proceeds  of  Mines,  Assessors  Office, 
Carson  City,  Nevada,  1975. 

Manager,  Rockhaven  Construction  Firm,  Telephone  Conversation, 
Battle  Mountain,  Nevada. 
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Population  Statistics  BLM  Reference  No.  9500 

Location:  Library 

Reference  Source 

Chu,  Shih- ran,  Nevada  Population  by  Counties,  B.B.E.R.,  U.N.R. 
Reno,  Nevember  1974. 

U.S.  Bureau  of  Census,  Current  Population  Reports:  Population 

Estimates  and  Projections,  Series  P-25,  No.  573,  March  1975.  (9553) 

U.S.  Bureau  of  the  Census,  U.S.  Census  of  Population:   1960, 
Number  of  Inhabitants,  Nevada,  Final  Report  PC(1)-20A  USGPO, 
Washington,  D.C.,  19  71.   (9555) 

U.S.  Bureau  of  the  Census,  U.S.  Census  of  Population:   1970, 
Number  of  Inhabitants,  Final  Report  PC(1)  A- 30  Nevada,  USGPO, 
Washington,  D.C.,  19  71.   (9553) 

U.S.  Water  Resources  Council,  1972  OBERS  Projections,  Regional 
Economic  Activity  in  the  U.S.,  Series  E  Population,  Volume  3, 
April  19  74.   (9550) 

U.S.  Bureau  of  Census,  Estimates  of  the  Population  of  Nevada 
Counties:  July  1,  1972  and  1973,  Federal-State  Coop.  Program 
for  Local  Population  Estimates. 

Chu,  S.  F.,  Nevada  Population  Projection:  by  County  for  Selected 
Years,  1970-2000,  BBER,  University  of  Nevada,  Reno,  March  1971. 

Nevada  Division  of  Water  Resources,  Water  for  Nevada:  Forecasts 
for  the  Future  -  Population,  Nevada  State  Engineer's  Office, 
February  1973. 

DATA  SOURCE  INDEX  (BIBLIOGRAPHY) 

Income  (Economic  §  Social  Data)  BLM  Reference  No.  9500 

Location:   Library 

U.S.  Bureau  of  Census,  Census  of  Population:  1970  General 

Social  and  Economic  Characteristics,  Final  Report  PC-(1)-C30 
Nevada,  USGPO,  Washington,  D.C.,  1972. 

U.S.  Dept.  of  Commerce,  "Local  Area  Personal  Income,"  Survey 
'of  Current  Business,  Part  II,  May  1974,  pp.  72-73. 

"1975  Survey  of  Buying  Power,"  Sales  Management,  July  21,  1975, 
p.  D-66. 
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Data  Source  Index  (Bibliography) 


BLM  Reference  No.  1710 
Location:   Elko  Library 


HISTORY 

1.  Elliot,  Russel  R.,  History  of  Nevada,  University  of  Nebraska 
Press,  Lineon,  1975. 

2.  Ostrander,  Gilman.,  Nevada  -  The  Great  Rotten  Bourough  1859-1964 
Alfred  A.  Knope,  N.Y.,  N.Y.,  1966. 

3.  Shepperson,  Wilbur  S.,  Restless  Strangers,  University  of  Nevada 
Reno,  1970. 

4.  Forbes,  Jack,  Nevada  Indians  Speak,  University  of  Nevada 
Press,  Reno,  1967. 


PUBLIC  OPINION 


BLM  Reference  No.  1120 
Location:   Files 


Item  -  (Newspaper  Clippings) 

1.  Elko  Free  Press,  Elko,  Nevada,  1973  to  1975. 

2.  Reese  River  Reveille,  Austin,  Nevada,  1973  to  1975. 

3.  Tonopah  Times-Bonanza  and  Goldfield  News,  Tonopah,  Nevada,  1973  to 
1975. 

4.  Humboldt  Sun,  Winnemucca,  Nevada,  1973  to  1975. 

5.  Eureka  Sentinel,  Eureka,  Nevada,  1973  to  1975. 
Films 

6.  Soho  Cinema  Ltd.,  Broken  Treaty  at  Battle  Mountain,  N.Y.,  N.Y., 
1975. 


GRAZING  DISTRICT  (ADMINISTRATION) 
Item 


BLM  Reference  No.  4100 
Location:   Files 


1.  Minutes  of  the  Battle  Mountain  Grazing  District  Advisory  Board, 
1955  to  1975. 
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LAND  EXCHANGE  BLM  Reference  No.  2200 

■j"tem  ~"  Location:   Library 

1.  U.S. D.I.  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Proceedings,  Elko  Public 
Meeting  Concerning  Point  Reyes  Land  Exchanges  in  Nevada,  Part  I 
of  two  parts,  Elko,  Nevada,  Jan.  21,  1970. 

FOREST  MANAGEMENT  BLM  Reference  No.  5000 

ft^ Location:   Library 

1.  U.S.  D.A.  Forest  Service,  Public  Wants,  Mount  Moriah  Planning 
Unit,  Humboldt  National  Forest,  1974. 

2.  U.S.  D.A.  Forest  Service,  Environmental  Statement  Draft,  Central 
Nevada  Planning  Unit,  Toiyabe  National  Forest,  1975. 

MANAGEMENT  FRAMEWORK  PLAN  BLM  Reference  No.  1608 

Yj^ Location- Area  Managers,  office 

1.  MFP  -  Eureka  Resource  Area  -  Public  Contact  and  Resource  Record. 

2.  MFP  -  Shoshone  Resource  Area  -  Public  Contact  and  Resource  Record. 

3.  MFP  -  Tonopah  Resource  Area  -  Public  Contact  and  Resource  Record. 

ANTHROPOLOGY  [CULTURAL)  BLM  Reference  No.  1600 

Ite~ Phone  Conservations 

1.  Robinson,  R.L.  Bishop,  Church  of  Jesus  Christ  of  Latter 
Day  Saints,  Phone  Conversation  4  Sept.  75. 

2.  Bengel,  C.  Rev.  -  Saint  John  Bosco  Catholic  Rectory  -  Phone 
Conversation  4  Sept.  75. 

3.  Brown  N.  -  Assembly  of  God  -  Phone  Conservation  4  Sept.  75. 

COMMUNITY  PROFILE  BLM  Reference  No.  1606 

Y^j  Location:   Library 

Office  of  Economic  Opportunity  Information  Center,  Community  Profile. 

1.  Eureka  County,  Nevada,  1970. 

2.  Lander  County,  Nevada,  1970. 

3.  Nye  County,  Nevada,  1970. 
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Data  Source  Index  (^Bibliography) 


Housing 
Item 


BLM  Reference  No,  1100 
Location;  Library  or 

Office  noted 


0 


1.  U.S.D.C.  Bureau  of  Census,  General  Housing  Characteristics, 
Nevada,  Washington,  D.C.,  1971. 

2.  Lemaire,  Louis,  Building  Inspector  for  Lander  County,  Interview, 
September  9,  1975. 

3.  Housing  Interview  Officer,  Winnemucca,  Nevada,  Farm  Housing 
Administration,  Phone  Conversation,  September  8,  1975. 

4.  Housing  Interview  Officer,  Elko,  Nevada,  Farm  Housing  Administra- 
tion, Phone  Conversation,  September  8,  1975. 

5.  Nevada  State  Planning  Board,  Nevada  Planner,  Carson  City,  Nevada 
October,  1972. 

6.  Nevada  State  Planning  Board,  The  Housing  Situation  in  Nevada: 
Phase  Two,  June  1973. 


Data  Source  Index 


Economics 
Item 


BLM  Reference  No.  9500 
Location:   Library 


1.  University  of  Nevada,  Cooperative  Extension  Service,  Nye  County, 
Nevada  Information  Report,  Reno,  June,  1975. 


Data  Source  Index 


Tax  Base  (Economics) 


BLM  Reference  No.  9500 
Location:   Library 


1.  Nevada  Tax  Commission  Local  Government  Red  Book  Carson  City,  1975. 

2.  Lander  County  Auditor  Annual  Report  of  the  County  Auditor  (update) 
1975. 

3.  Eureka  County  Auditor  Annual  Report  of  the  County  Auditor  (update) 
1975. 

4.  Nye  County  Auditor  Annual  Report  of  the  County  Auditor  (update) 
1975. 
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Data  Source  Index  (Bibliography) 

Planning  BLM  Reference  No.  1600 

Item  Location:   Library 

1.  U.S. D.I.  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Economic  Profile  Supplement 
Battle  Mountain  District  Nevada,  1974. 

2.  U.S. D.I.  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Unit  Resource  Analysis, 
Tonopah  Resource  Area,  1971. 

3.  Ibid,  Unit  Resource  Analysis,  Mt.  Airy  Resource  Area,  1971. 

4.  Ibid,  Unit  Resource  Analysis,  Mt.  Cortez  Resource  Area,  1971. 

5.  Ibid,  Unit  Resource  Analysis,  Pony  Express  Resource  Area,  1971. 

6.  Ibid,  Unit  Resource  Analysis,  Devils  Gate  Resource  Area,  1971. 

7.  Nevada  State,  Department  of  Highways,  Planning  Survey  Division, 
Annual  Traffic  Report,  Nevada  Highways,  Carson  City,  Nevada,  1974. 

8.  U.S. D.I.  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  District  Transportation  Plan, 
Battle  Mountain  District,  1975. 

9.  Central  Nevada  Development  Association,  Central  Nevada  Program 
of  Action,  Carson  City,  Nevada,  November,  1968. 

Data  Source  Index 

Fire  Control  BLM  Reference  No.  9210 

Item  Location:   Fire  Control 

Building 

1.  Carroll,  Bob,  Fire  Crew  Chief,  Battle  Mountain  District,  Bureau 
of  Land  Management,  Interview,  August  21,  1975. 

2.  Article,  Reese  River  Reveille,  Austin,  Nevada,  December  11,  1974. 

Law  Enforcment  BLM  Reference  No.  9260 

Item  Location:  Sheriff's  Office 

1.  Sheriff's   Office,  Lander  County,  Phone  Conversation,  8/21/75. 

2.  Sheriff's   Office,  Eureka  County,  Phone  Conversation,  8/21/75. 

3.  Sheriff's   Office,  Nye  County,  Phone  Conversation,  8/21/75. 
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Data  Source  Index  (Bibliography) 


Watershed  Management 
Item 


BLM  Reference  No.  7000 
Location:   Library 


1.  Walters  Engineering,  Nevada  Rural  Communities  Water  and  Waste 
Water  Plan,  1972,  Volume  V  and  VI,  Carson  City,  1972. 


Data  Source  Index 


Public  Services  (Economic  Profile) 
Item 


BLM  Reference  No.  1606 
Location:   Library 


1.  Office  of  Economic  Opportunity  Information  Center,  Community 
Profile,  Lander  County,  Nevada,  Washington,  D.C.,  1965. 

2.  Office  of  Economic  Opportunity  Information  Center,  Community 
Profile,  Nye  County,  Nevada,  1965. 

3.  Office  of  Economic  Opportunity  Information  Center,  Community 
Profile,  Eureka  County,  Nevada,  1965. 

4.  Cooperative  Extension  Service,  University  of  Nevada,  Nye  County 
Nevada  Information  Report,  Reno,  1975  (Look  under  9524  in  Library.) 


5. 

6. 


Battle  Mountain  General  Hospital,  Phone  Interview,  9/17/75. 
Eureka  Treatment  and  Diagnosis  Center,  Phone  Interview,  9/17/75 


7.   State  of  Nevada  Department  of  Education,  Nevada  Educational 
Directory,  Reno,  Nevada,  1975. 


Data  Source  Index 

Press  Releases 
Item 

Battle  Mountain  Historical  File  (M-2.) 


BLM  Reference  No.  1123.1 
Location:   Central  Files 
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■' "fill III  II 


The  following  people  participated  in  preparation  of  this  Battle 
Mountain  Social -Economic  Profile. 


Detering,  Stanley,  Regional  Economist,  Nevada  State  Office 
Druva,  Ronald  S. ,  Economist,  Battle  Mountain  District  Office 
Dyer,  Gary,  UNR  Student  Assistant,  Nevada  State  Office 
Dickinson,  David,  UNR  Student  Assistant,  Nevada  State  Office 
Boyer,  Don,  Writer/Editor,  Nevada  State  Office 
Higley,  Debra,  Typist,  Battle  Mountain  District  Office 
Williams,  Alice,  Secretary,  Nevada  State  Office 
Miller,  Kay,  Secretary,  Nevada  State  Office 
Fredianelli,  Teena  S. ,  Clerical  Assistant,  Nevada  State  Office 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Library 

B!dg,  50,  Denver  Federal  Center 
Denver,  CO  80225 


96 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Library 

Bidg.  50  Denver  Federal  Center 
Denver,  CO  80225 
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